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CANTMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


HOUSING DEPARTMENT - APPOINTMENT OF BAKER (SHRI) L. W.AS 
HONORARY TECHNICAL ADVISER LOW -COST HOUSING 

TECHNIQUES- ORDERS ISSUED 


HOUSING (J) DEPARTMENT 
G.O. (MS) 119/80 /Housing. Dated , Trivandrum , 7th November 1980 . 


Read :-1. D. O. letter No. 35669/J1/79 /Housing dated 24-9-1980 from 

the Special Secretary (Housing ) to Shri L. W. Baker. 
2 . Letter dated 3-10-1980 from Shri L. W.Baker . 


ORDER 


Governmentare pleased to appoint Shri L. W. Baker, A. R. I. B. A., 
The Hamlet, Nalanchira , Trivandrum , as Honorary Technical Adviser 10 
the Government of Kerala on Low - cost Housing (including building 
techniques and cost reduction problems) . 

2. The proposal does not involve any financial commitment on the 
part of the Government. 

3. The appointment will hold good until further order . 


By order of the Governor, 
SATYANARAYANA DASH , 

Joint Secretary . 


Το 

Shri L. V. Daker, A. R. I. B. A. 
The Hamlet, Nalanchira , Trivandrum . 
The Accouniant General, Kerala , Trivandrum . 
The Secretary , Kerala State Housing Board , Trivandrum . 
The Secretary , Board oi Revenue, Trivanurum . 

The Chief Engineer, Buildings & Roads, Trivandrum . 
G. 1691. 
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The Registrar of Co -operative Societies, Trivandrum . 
The Director of Harijan Welfare , Trivandrum . 
All District Collectors. 


to 


Copy to : 

The Secretary to Minister (Food , Civil Supplies & Housing ). 
The Secretary 

Chief Minister/ The Under Secretary to Chief 
Secretary 
The Confidential Assistant to Special Secretary (Housing). 
The Confidential Assistant to Joint Secretary (Housing ). 
The Director of Public Relations, Trivandrum . 
All Commissioners, Special Secretaries, Secretaries and Additional 

Secretaries to Government. 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 9th December 1980. 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 
KERALA STATE HOUSING BOARD - PAYMENT OF BONUS TO THE EMPLOYEES 

OF THE BOARD ( INCLUDING THE DEPUTATIONISTS) -ORDERS — ISSUED . 


HOUSING (J) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. MS. No. 123 /80/Housing . Dated, Trivandrum , 14th November 1980 . 


Read :-1. G.O. (Rt) No. 1101 /80/LBR dated 26-7-1980. 
2. Correspondence resting with the letter No. Ch. 1319,80 

dated 11-8-1980 from Shri M.Gopi, Chairman, Kerala State 

Housing Board . 
3. Representations No. A9/80 dated 3-7-1980 and A /18 /80 dated 

4-8-1980 from the General Secretary , Kerala State Housing 

Board Employees Association , Trivandrum . 
4. Letter No. G4-21030 /79 dated 29-9-1980 from the Labour 

Commissioner, Trivandrum . 


ORDER 
Government order that the Kerala State Housing Board will be deemed 
to be a Public Sector Undertaking coming within the purview of the 

Payment of Bonus Act, 1965 and that a minimum bonus of 81 % will be 
paid to the eligible employees of the Board for the year 1979-80 in terms 
of the Government Order read as first paper. The action in having 
instructed the Chairman , Kerala State Housing Board to make payment of 
the minimum bonus to the employees of the Kerala State Housing Board in 
anticipation of sanction by the Government, is also ratified . 
2 . 

The Special festival allowance contemplated in G. O. (P ) 
No. 477 / 80 /Fin . dated 18-7-1980 will not be admissible to those who are 
entitled to bonus by virtue of this order . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. C. SAXKARANIRAYASAN , 
Special Secretary 

P. T. o .) 


G. 1690 
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To 


The Secretary, Kerala State Housing Board , Trivandrum . 
The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum . 
The Examiner of Local Fund Accounts . 
The Labour Commissioner , Trivandrum . 
The Finance Department. 
The Labour Department. 
The Law Department. 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1091 /80/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 24th July 1980 
The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute between 
Shri N. Krishnan , Proprietor , Navabharath Cashew Traders, P. B. No. 18 
Quilon - 1 and their workman Smt. S. Thankamma, Thattanthundil Vecdu, 
Pankonam , Thrikkovilvattom , Mukathala, Quilon received by Government on 
19-7-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act 
1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 


P. GOMATHY AMMA . 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, QUILON 
Dated this the 6th day of June, 1980 

Present: 
SHRI ALFRED DANIEL , B.A., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 3/76 

Between 

SHRI N. KRISHNAN , 
Proprietor, Navabharath Cashew Traders, P. B. Na 18, Quilon -1 

And 


THE WORKER 
of the above said factory namely Smt. S. Thankamma, Thattanthundil 

Veedu, Pankonam , Thrikkovilavattoni, Mukathala , Quilon 


Representations: 


Sri M. R. Thankappan , 
Advocate, Quilon 


For the Management. 


Sri Shanavaskhan , Advocate, 
C /o . Lawyers Centre, 

Quilon 
G.A 715 


For the Worker. 


AWARD 


This is an industrial dispute referred to this court for adjudication by 

dated 8-1-1976 
the Kerala Government by order No. G. O. RI. 38 / 76 /LBR 
The issue referred is the following: - 

" Denial of employment to Smt. S. Thankamma, Peeling Worker." 


Smt. Thankamma has filed a claim statement in which her case in this: 
She was a peeling worker in the establishment of the opposite party and her 
card number was 82. While so she fell ill and was on E. S. I. leave up to 

17-7-1974. On 18-7-1974 when she reported for work , she was denied work 
without any reason. Hence she is entitled to be reinstated with 

full back 
wages. 


The opposite party has filed a written statement contending as follows: 
Smt. Thankamma was a peeling worker under the opposite party only 
till 3-6-1974 . That day , she submitted an application the management for 
voluntary retirement as she could not attend her work properly and daily as 
she was ill and requested that she may be paid all her benefits for the services 
rendered by her till then . Accordingly she received all her benefits in cash 
and left the services voluntarily . On 19-7-1974 she filed an application 
through A.I.T.U.C. leaders for payment of gratuity. The management had 
a talk regarding payment of gratuity with Sri P. S. Prabha , the union 
secretary , but before settling the issue regarding gratuity Smt. Thankamma 
filed another application before the District Labour Officer, Quilon as the 
Controlling Authority under the payment of Gratuity Act. That application 
was registered as G. E. 33 of 1974 and notice was served on the management. 
The management appeared before the Controlling Authority and filed written 
statement. Then Smt. Thankamma filed an application before the Authority 
saying that she was not pressing for gratuity as she wants to be reinstated 
in service . So the Controlling Authority dismissed the G. E. 33/74 an ! 
informed the parties accordingly . Thereafter the District Labour Officer 
convened a conference , in which the management represented the entire 
facts and also brought to the notice of the District Labour Officer that 
after leaving the service under this management Smt. Thankamma joined the 
service of M / s. Sree Rama Cashews, a factory at Mukhathala , in the name of 
Syamala with Provident fund contribution and E. S. I. No. 54-992585. Since 
Smt. Thankamma left the service of the management voluntarily after 
receiving her entire dues and benefits due to her , as she got an employment 
near her house, she is not entitled to reinstatement or any other 

benefits . 
In her place another worker was taken and so there is no vacancy 

also at 
present. The allegation of denial of employment is false. Hence the 
reference has to be dismissed with costs to the management. 

A replication has been filed denying all the averments in the written 
statement. According to Sml. Thankamma she did not apply for voluntary 
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retirement on 3-6-1974 , she did not request for payment of benefits due to 
her and she did not file any application for gratuity either before tlie 
management on 19-7-1974 through A.LT.U.C. leader or before the Controlling 

Authority under the Payment of Gratuity Act. On receipt of notice she rushed 
to the court and submitted the truth and consequently the application for 
gratuity was dismissed and she has never worked in Sree Rama Cashews. 


The main point for consideration is whether it is a case of voluntary 
abandonment or denial of employment. 


The evidence consists of Exts. W1 and Mi to M5 and the testimony of 
W. W. 1 and M. W. 1. Two files were produced from the District Labour 
Office on the application of the opposite party for reference. 


The Point: - Ext. W1 is a medical certificate dated 17-7-1974 from the 
E. S. I. Dispensary which says that Smt. Thankamma needed medical treat 
ment and attendance from 5-6-1974 and that she was fit to resume work on 
18-7-1974 . According to Smt. Thankamma, when she appeared before the 
opposite party on 18-7-1974 with this certificate she was denied employment. 
Excepting Ext. W1 medical certificate and the interested testimony 

o 
Smt. Thankamma as W. W. 1 there is no evidence on her side. 


Ext. M1 dated 3-6-1974 is alleged to be the letter submitted b ) 
Smt. Thankamma for permission to retire from service and to get 
benefits in cash due to her . The submission of such a letter is denied by 
her. But considering the entire evidence adduced in the case I find it 
difficult to believe her denial of Ext. Mi. Ext. M2 is an applicatiom alleged 
to have been given by her for gratuity . According to the management, 
while the issue regarding gratuity was being talked 

over with 

her union 
leader she applied before the Authority under the Payment of Gratuity also 
and later submitted to the Authority for withdrawal of her applicatior . 

These are also flately denied by Smt. Thankamma. Ext. It is the notice 
issued by the Authority to the opposite party after having registered the 
application of Smt. Thankamma as G. E. 33/74 and Ext. M5 is the intima 
tion given to the parties that case has been dismissed by the Controlling 
Authority as the applicant filed a petition withdrawing her case. 

This file 
relating to that case is one of the two files produced from the District Labour 
Office on the application of the opposite party. That file shows that 
Smt. Thankamma filed an application to the Payment of Wages Authorit ; 
for gratuity , she later submitted an application withdrawing her claim and 
accordingly her application was dismissed and notice of intimation 

was 
given to the parties. The other file relates to an application date 6-1-1379 
made by Smt. Thankamma to the District Labour Oficer for financial aid . 
In connection with that, an enquiry is seen to have been made by the 
Assistant Labour Omeer and on such enquiry he has reported that she 

was 
employed in the Sree Rama Cashwes in the name of " Syamala " in the 
peeling section as card number 255 from April 1966 to June 1974, 


Smt. Thankamma denies having filed such an application for financial aid . 
So much so she has been denying everything . even official records, which 
comes up inconvenient to her case. Ext. M3 is the register of leave wit 
wages maintained in the establishment of the opposite party. Ext. M3 (a ) 
is an entry in Ext. M3 showing payment of leave with wages and bonus 
to Smt. Thankamma. The C.I.T.U. union leader Mr. M. Haneefa has also 
signed in it as a witness, but this payment is also denied by Smt. Thankamma. 
However Ext. Mi to M5 have been properly proved through M. W. 1 the 
Manager of the opposite party , who swears lo the case in the 

written 
statement. In view of the documentary evidence produced , I see no reaso 
to disbelieve him . It follows that the case of the management that 
Smt. Thankamma applied for voluntary retirement by Ext . M1 and chucked 
off her service under the opposite party is true and that the 

denial of 
employment now pleaded by her is not true. I find this point accordingly. 
Following iny above finding Smt. Thankamma is not entitled 

to any 
relief. 


In the result I reject the claim of Smt. Thankamma for reinstatemen 
and back wages and pass an award accordingly . Parties will bear costs in 
the circumstances. 


This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication 
in the Kerala Government Gazette as enjoined in Section 17 - A (i) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 


ALFRED DANIEL . 


Presiding Officer. 
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APPENDIX 


Witness examined on the side of the Worker: 

W.W.1 S. Thankamma 


l itness examined on the side of the Management : 

M. W. 1 A. K. Thankappan 


Exhibits marked on the side of the Worker : 
Ext. W1 Employees State Insurance 

dated 17-7-1974 . 


Medical 


Certificate 


V 167210 


Exhibits marked on the side of the Management: 
Ext. M1 Letter dated 3-6-1974 to the Manager, Savabharath Cashew 

Traders, Mukathala . 
Ext . 12 Application for Payment Gratuity dated 17-6-1971 submitte ! 

by Smt. Thankamma. 
Ext. M3 Register of Lcave with Wages . 
Ext . M3 (a ) Register of Leave with Wages page Regarding Smt. Thankamma . 
Ext. .M4 Notice No. G. C. 33/74 dated 30-7-1974 from the District Labour 

Omcer, Quiiou to the Manager, Sava viatal Cashew Trauer . 
Ext. M5 Notice dated 21-7-1975 . 


GA , 715 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 9th December 1980 . 
PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1076 /80/LBR. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st July 1350. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between The Manager, Arnakkal Estate , Vandiperiyar and their workmen 
represented by the Secretary , High Range Estate Thozhilali Union , Vandiperiyar 
received by Government on 18-7-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 


P. GOMATHY AMMA , 


Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 11th day of July , 1989 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN . B.Sc., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 132 OF 1979 

(Old V. I. D. 76 of 1976 ) 


Between 

THE MANAGER , 
Arnakkal Esiate, Vandiperiyar 

And 

TIIE WORKMAN, 
of the above Estate Shri Swamydas represented by the Secretary , 

High Range Estate Thozhilali Union , Vandiperiyar 


For Management. 


Representation : 

Shri B. S. Krishnan , 

Advocate, Ernakulam 
G.A. 714 |MC. 
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AWARD 


G. 0. ( Rt.) 


Dismissal of Shri Swamydas, a worker of Arnakkal Estate , Vandiperiyar 
is the issue referred for adjudication : Government as per 
No. 1102/76 /LBR dated 17-8-1976 . The reference in the first place was to the 
Quilon Labour Court where it was takea on the file as I. D. 76 of 1976. It 
was later transferred to this Court . 


2. The Management contended before the Quilon Labour Court that the 
dismissal was after a proper domestic enquiry . The Union on the other hand 
challenged the dismissal as one without any reasonable basis. They also 
contended that there was no proper domestic enquiry . The Labour Court, 
Quilon passed a preliminary order on 24-6-1978 finding that there 

was a 
proper domestic enquiry . 


3. The Union challenged the correctness of the preliminary order before 
the High Court in O. P. No. 2524/78 and obtained a stay of further proceedings 
in the case. It was at that stage that the case was transferred to this 
Court and the stay is still continuing. 


4. The parties filed a joint statement before me at my Kottayam camp 
sitting on 10-7-1980 stating that the dispute had since been settled between 
them . The terms of the settlement are also enumerated in the joint state 
ment. There it is stated that steps are being initiated by the Union to with 
draw the Original Petition pending before the High Court. The Management 
is seen to have agreed for a reinstatement of the worknian . In view of the 
amicable settlement the parties wanted me to pass an award with immediate 
effect in order to facilitate early reinstatement of the affected workman . It 
is agreed by both sides that an award may be passed inspite of the stay as 
the proceedings in which the stay order has been issued is being withdrawn. 
In the interest of the parties I am passing this award as requested by the 
parties in terms of the joint statement filed . That statement is appended 
as an annexure to this award . 


Einakulam , 
11-7-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer , 
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ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 


I. D. No. 132 OF 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 76/76 ) 


submitted by the 


In the matter of the above case compromise memo 

parties to the above dispute 


1. It is submitted that the parties to the above dispute have settled the 

Same out of court on the following terms: 


2. The management agrees to re - employ Samidas with continuity of 

service, but without any wages for the period he remained out on or 
before 1-8-1980 . 


3. The union agrees to withdraw the original petitioa viz ., O. P. Na 2524 / 

1978 filed by them before the High Court of Kerala in view of this 
settlement. 


It is submitted that in view of the above setsement, this Hon ble Court 
may be pleased to accept the same and pass an award accordingly , 


Dated this the 10th day of July , 1980. 


( Sd .) 
The Manager, 
Arnakal Estate 


(Sd .) 
The General Secretary, 
The High Range Estate Thozhilali Union 


( Sd .) 
Advocato for Management 


(Sd .) 
A dvocate for Union 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 110380 ;L.BR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 28th July 1980. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Parappur Karshika Thozhilali Service Co -operative 
Society , P. O. Parappur, Trichur District and their workman Sri K. C. Francis, 
Kundukulangara House, P.O. Parappur, Trichur District received by Govern 
ment on 26-7-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 


P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 21st day of July 1980 

Present: 
Shri N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 143 OF 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 100 of 1976 ) 

Between 

THE PRESIDENT, 
Parappur Karshika Thozhilali Service Co -operative Society, P. O. Parappur, 

Trichur District 

And 

THE WORKMAN 
of the above establishment Shri K. C. Francis , Kundukulangara House, 

P. O. Parappur, Trichur District 
Representations : 
MS M. Ramachandran and 

For Management 
K. R. B. Kairal, Advocates, Oochin - 17. 
Shri M. C. Cherian , 

Tor Vorkman 
Advocate, Cochin 18 . 


GA . 717 |MC . 
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AWARD 


Dismissal of Shri R. C. Francis by the Parappur Karshlia Thozhilall 
Service Co -operative Society, Parappur, hereinafter referred to as the Society, 
is the issue referred by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 1609176 LBR dated 
17-12-1976 for adjudication . 
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2. Shri Francis was working as a Clerk under the Socie y. While so it 
was noticed that he, who was in charge of the sale or insecticides , did not 
book the sales conducted as per Bill Nos. 11852 to 11867 on 13-7-1974 in the 
Stock Register and that he cancelled the sales covered by the above Mils by 
utilising false original bills printed for that purpose. A charge enumerating 
the above Irregularities was served on Shri Francis on 2-8-1974 to which he 
submitted an explanation on 5-8-1974 contending that the Secretary of the 
Society was responsible for the stock and sale of iusceticides and that he 
had effected th sales in question as directed by the Secretary . The insecti 
cides sold were old and ineffective due to the expiry of their effective duration 
and that fact was intimated to the Secretary even before the sale . Even at 
the time of the sale the Secretary had issued instructions to cancel the sale 
and receive back the Insecticides in case the customers retirned them con. 
plaining that they are old . The customers to whom sales were effected ag 
per the above mentioned bills returned the commodity with the original bills 
and so as was instructed hy the Secretary the sales were cancelled utilising 
the returned bills . No new bills were created or fabricated for that purpose , 
There was no Irregularity on his part and if at all there was any it was the 
Secretary who committed it. It was unnecessary to book the sales in the 
accounts as the sales were cancelled . This explanation did not find favour 
with the Society and therefore a domestic enquiry was ordered. 


3. An Advocate appointed to conduct the domestic enquiry proceeded ex 
parte and rendered a finding that Shri Francis was gullty of the misconducts 
alleged . It was accepting that finding that the dismissal was effected 
Shri Francis challenged the correctness of the findings and the validity of 
the dunestic enquiry in his claim statement. He also requested for a reinstate 
ment attributing victimisa :ion as a motive for Management s action . The 
Management on the other hand contended in its written statement that its 
action was bonafide. It was stated that the dismissal was on the basis of a 
properly conducted domestic enquiry . 


4. I tried the validity of the domestic enquiry as a preliininary Issue and found 
as per my order dated 12-5-1980 that there was no proper domestic enquiry. 
That order is appended to this award as an " Annexure” . The Management 
thereupon sought permission to lead independent evidence before this Court 
and an opportunity for the same was granted . MW2, the then President, alone 
was examined by the Management through whom Ext. M2 the relevant hill 
book was proved . On the earlier occasion the Management had examined the 
Enquiry Officer as MW1 through whom Ext. Mi enquiry file was proved and 


3 


Inarked . At that stage Shri Francis got himself examined as WV2. In 
addition his brother was examined as WW1, Exts . Wi to W3 were also 
proved at that stage. After the preliminary order the workman did not adduce 
any evidence . 


5. The first point arising for consideration is as to whether Shri Francis 
was guilty of the misconducts alleged. Ext. M2 adruttedly is the took 
containing duplicates of bijis for sales effected by Shrl Francis from 10-7-1974 
to 26-7-1974 . Bills upto 11895 have been utilised and the subsequent numbers 
containing unused originals and duplicates are also contained in the same 
book . Bill Nos. 11852 to 11867 are seen to have been used and cancelled and 
it appears that the sales and cancellations were effected on 13-7-1974. 


6. One charge is that the sales effected have been cancelled unauthorisedly 
by Shri Francis. MW2, the then President swears that Shrl Francis , the 
Sales Clerk, had no authority to receive back goods sold end cancel the sale. 
Shri Francis also has no case in his explanation or the pleadings before this 
Court that he had authcrity to take the goods sold and cancel the bills. On 
the other hand his explanation is that he had no freedom to effect the 
transactions of insecticides and that he was acting under the directions of 
the Secretary . In other words the irregularity, if any, according to Shri 
Francis was on the part of the Secretary and he is innocent tha : way. He 
relies on Ext. W6, ropy of a resolution passed by the Director Board of the 
Society on 14-3-1974, in which it was directed that the Secretary has to deal 
with manure as per the instructions of the members o the Director Board 
for seven days from the receipt of stock and thereafter as jier his own discre 
tion to say that the Secretary was the person in direct charge of manure and 
insecticides. But there is no mention of insecticides in Ext. Ws. It relates 
only to manure. Here in this case it is admitted that the bills in question 
were written and cancelled by Shri Francis. The stand taken up by the 
Society is that the bills prima facie proved the misconduct and no Independent 
evidence on extraneous matters is necessary to prove his guilt. Rellance is 
also placed on the evidence of MW2 to argue for the position that goods 
once sold cannot be taken back by the Sales Clerk or the Secretary . But no 
resolution prohibiting such action is produced 


7. What is spoken to by MW2 is that there were rumours that malpractices 
were being adopted by the Sales Clerk in the matter of handling insecticides 
which were very much in demand in the market and while so he had occasion 
to see two headload workers carrying bundles of insecticides to the Society. 
He gathered Information that goods sold were being returned. Therefore he 
got suspicious, verified the bills and found out the irregularities. But the 
witness has given several self contradictory answers during the course of 
his examination from which it can be said that no rellance can be placed on 
this witness. His evidence taken as a whole would indl.ate that what he 
had stated in chief examination regarding the manner in which he becure 
cuspicious about the conduct of the Sales Clerk resulting in the detection of 
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the misconduct do not represent the true state of affairs . The Society or 
MW2 has no case that the Society had suffered any loss on account of this 
transaction . The identical goods sold have been returned and the bills have 
been cancelled. Sc the person who was handling the goods could not have 
niade any personal gains. For the same reason the Society could not have 
sustained any loss . There is also nothing to show that the sales were effected 
in the names of fictitious persons as the Society argues. Even the Society s 
own argument is that Shri Francis had authority to conduct sales. There 
is no documentary proof in support of the case of the Society that the sales 
once made are not liable to be cancelled on the customer returning the goods. 
So the Society had not in any way suffered on account of the impunged 
transactions. It is also admitted by MW2 that the entries in 

the Stock 
Register are not made as and when individual items of sales are effected and 
that necessary debits on account of sales in the Stock Register is usually made 
only towards the close of every day. If that is so it was unnecessary to 
make any entry regarding the disputed sales in the Stock Register it tho 
cancellation was made on the same day. 

8. No acceptable evidence is available in the case from which it can be 
said as to when the cancellation was effected . The explanation offered by 
Shri Francis and his pleadings are also silent on this aspect. The Society 
also has no definite case that the cancellations were on a subsequent day. 
MW2 has also not given any definite data regarding the date of the cancella 
tion . The account books that are maintained are not produced or proved in 
the case . It has to be assumed that the Society is regularly maintaining 
accounts in the ordinary course of business. If the aniount covered by the 
disputed bills have been entered in the account of 18-7-1974 then that would 
have been a circumstance to think that the cancellations were effected latter. 
But no inference is possible in this regard in the absence of those accounts. 
In these state of affairs the case of the Society that there was deliberate 
omission to book the sales by way of debits in the Stock Register cannot be 
accepted. 

9. As already mentioned there is nothing to show that Shri Francis had 
no authority to receive hack the goods sold . That being so the fact that the 
goods sold were taken back on cancellation of the bills cannot also be treated 
as a misconduct. 

10. Now remains the question as to whether fabricated bills have been 
utilised as genuine original bills for the purpose of cancellation . Bills are 
seen prepared in duplicate. The original and the duplicate are simultaneously 
prepared , the duplicate being carbon copies formed during the course of the 
preparation of the originals . In the case of the disputed bills originals are 
pasted on to the carbon copies and the seal " Cancelled" affixed on the originals . 
According to the Society the originals now utilised as BIII Nos. 11852 to 11867 
are not genuine originals . The charge is that new bills have been printed 
for that purpose. There is no direct evidence whatsoever from which this 
allegation can be stated as true, But a scrutiny of the cancelled tills from 
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11854 onwards with the unused originals available in Ext. M2 book it can be 
seen that the disputed bills are shorter in size. A comparison uf the carbon 
impression of the writings in the case of the disputed bills with the originals 
utilised for cancellation show that the two have not been prepared simulta 
nevusly in the same process. The spacings of the writings, the size of the 
letters and igures, the length and position of strokes and dashes all show 
that the originals now used were not those that gave the carbon impressions 
appearing in the duplicates . The certain particulars appearing in soine of 
the carbon impressions do not find a place in the corresponding criginals 
utilised . For example , the column provided for the total in Bill Nos . 11853, 
11854 and 11861 are blank whereas the corresponding carbon copies give the 
total also . The workman has no case anywhere that the additional particulars 
in the carbon copies have been later supplied by anyone other than himself . 
The learned counsel appearing on behalf of Shri Francis was not in a positioa 
to explain these discrepancies at the time of arguments. Evidently the cupii 
cates and the originals used for cancellation were 200 prepared under the 
same transaction . Both contain the admitted handwritings of Shri Francis. 
Shri Francis alone could have explained the circumstances under the discre 
pancies are appearing in between the originals and the duplicates . He did 
not offer himself as a witness when the case was taken up after the preliminary 
order. Before the preliminary order the enquiry was limited to the validity 
of the domestic enquiry . At that stage I did not permit evidence on the 
merits of the case. So he had a duty to get himself exalrired again to explain 
the patent discrepancies in between the originals and the duplicates of the 
bills. The argument of the learned counsel for the Society that Shri Francis 
is avoiding the box only because he cannot face a cross- examination in the 
light of the above discrepancies appears probable in the circumstances of the 
case. Even if the case of Shri Francis that he acted as directed by the 
Secretary in the maiter of this transaction is true it must be persumed froin 
the attendant circumstances that Shri Francis was also a party to the pre 
paration of the original tills used for cancellation instead of the genuine 
originals . So he is guilty of the misconduct of having used togus original 
bills to effect the cancellation . That is a misconduct which an honest employee 
should not have committed . 

11. Now the question remains as to whether Shri Francis deserves the 
punishment of dismissal for the irregularity in the matter of using bogus 
bill forms to effect the cancellation of the sales . The fact that the Society 
did not suffer any loss cannot mitigate the offence as a dubious method is 
seen to have been adopied in effecting the cancellation of the sales. Nothing 
short of dismissal will be adequate punishment for such a misconduct So 
the dismissal is only to be confirmed and I do so . 

12. In the result an award is passed confirming the dismissal of Stri 
K. C. Francis . This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty 
days frow the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
21-7-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 
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ANNEXURE 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 12th day of May, 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

in 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 143 of 1979 
( Old No. I.D. 100 of 1976 ) 

Between 

THE PRESIDENT, 
Parappur Karshika Thozhilali Service Co - operative Society, 
P. O. Parappur, Trichur District 

And 

THE WORKMAN 
of the above establishment Shri K , C. Francis, 
Kundululangara House, P. O. Parappur, Trichur District 


For Management. 


Representations: 

Shri K. Aravindakehan , 
Advocate, Trichur- S 
Shri M. C. Cherian , 
Advocate, Cochin -18 


For Workman . 


ORDER 


Shri K. C. Francis, a clerk of the Parappur Karshika Thozhilali Service 
Co -operative Society, hereinafter referred to as the Society, was dismissed 
after a domestic enquiry . The correctness of that dismissal is challenged 
by the affected employee. 


2. The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry conducted by an Advocate 
examined as MW1 before this Court. That domestic enquiry was ex parte. 
According to Shri Francis he had convincing reasons for not participating 
in the domestic 

enquiry . On the other hand the Society contends that 
Shri Francis deliberately abstained with a view to protract the domestic 
enquiry proceedir.gs. The validity of the domestic enquiry was tried as a 
preliminary dssue in view of the rival contentions. The Management examined 
the Enquiry Officer through whom Ext. Mi enquiry record was proved. 
The workman examined himself as wW2. His brother ww1 is the other 
witness on his side. Exts. W1 to 8 were also marked on his side, 


3. According to the Society Shri Francis was in independent charge of the 
sale of manure and insecticides dealt by it. While so on 18-7-1974 he failed 
to book the sale of insecticides made by him under bill Nos. 11851 to 11867 
in the Stock Register. The value collected was also not remitted to the 
Society . To cover up these irregularities he subsequently fabricated fresh 
bills and utilised them to make dt appear that the original bills had been 
cancelled. These irregularities were pointed out at a meeting of the members 
of the Director Board on 26-7-1974. Shri Francis , who was asked to explain 
the position , admitted his guilt . Therefore he was placed under suspension 
and an enquiry ordered . MW1 was appointed as the Enquiry Oficer and 
Shri Francis was intimated by registered notice that the enquiry will be 
conducted on 27-8-1974 . Shri Francis requested for an adjournment of the 
enquiry for 75 days in an application supported by a medical certificate issued 
by the District Medical Officer, Trichur wherein he was advised absence from 
duty for 75 days. The enquiry was adjourned to 9-9-1974 and a notice dated 
4-9-1974 issued to Shri Francis intimating him that the Society has every 
reason to believe that he is not really ill. He was given an option to have 
the enquiry at his own residence or at the office of the Society. Shri Francis 
again requested for an adjournment by a registered letter . That letter was 
received even before 9-9-1974 . Even then the enquiry was conducted by MW1 
ex parte on 9-9-1974 . 


4. The first question arising for consideration is as to whether Shri Francis 
was justified in not attending the enquiry on 9-9-1974. The statenient alleged 
to have been made by Shri Francis before the Director Board on 26-7-1974 
had been marked by the enquiry officer in the proceedings as Ext. M. 
Ext. M2 and M3 marked by the Enquiry Oficer are respectively the charge 
and the explanation . In the explanation Shri Francis denied having made 
Ext. M1 (at the enquiry ) statement. He had also pleaded Innocence of the 
charges in his explanation . Exts. M4 to M8 marked at the enquiry are the 
correspondence regarding the date of enquiry issued by the Secretary of the 
Society and the replies sent by Shri Francis. The medical certificate was 
attached to Ext. M5 (at the enquiry ) . The genuineness of that medical 
certificate is not in dispute. It is seen to have been issued by the District 
Medical Officer wherein Shri Francis was advised absence from duty for 
75 days stating that he was found on examination to be suffering from 
rheumatic poly arthritis. The certificate is dated 24-8-1974. Shri Francis 
has a further case that he had filed the original of Ext. Wi application for 
time before the enquiry otnicer on 9-9-1974 through his brother WW1. MWI 
denies having received such an application . 


5. MWI is an Advocate . There is not even a suggestion that wi has 
any special grudge against Shri Francis. Earlier applications subraitted 
by Shri Francis requesting for adjournment of the enquiry are all in the file. 
It is not known as to why MW1 should suppress tho original of Ext. W1 
had it really been presented before him . What is stated by WW1 is that 
he handed over the original of Ext. Wi to the enquiry officer. The Enquiry 
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Oficer was not known to him earlier. In cross -examination he stated that 
the original application was presented to one of the persons who reached 
the Society Office on 9-9-1974 in a car. In re-examination he said that the 
actual presentation took place in the office . But it cannot be said with any 
amount of certainty that: wwi actually handed over the original of Ext. wi 
to the Enquiry Officer. It is also doubtful as to whether WW1 was deputed 
for the purpose. 

There is no mention in the claim statement or the 
replication filed by Shri Francis that the original application for time was 
sent through his brother. No doubt there is no specific denial in the written 
statement of the allegation in the claim statement that an application was 
filed on 9-9-1974 . The written statement is filed by the Society and it cannot 
nornally be expected to admit or deny the presentation of an application 
said to have been made before the enquiry officer, So no adverse inference 
can be drawn from the absence of a denial in the written statement on this 
aspect. Taking into consideration the various facts and circumstances 
It can easily be said that the story of the presentation of the original of 
Ext. W1 is a subsequent invention to suit the present convenience. It is also 
pertinent to note in this connection that Ext. Wi is not very important 
as Shri Francis had applied through registered post earlier on 4-9-1974 for 
an adjournment of the enquiry proposed to 9-9-1974 . 


6. Shri Francis admittedly had applied for adjournment of the enquiry 
for 75 days . That application was as already mentioned supported by a medical 
certificate. The Society was of the opinion that Shri Francis procured the 
medical certificate when actually he was not ill. The three witnesses 
examined before the enquiry officer gave evidence that Shri Francis was 
not ill and he was found freely moving about at various places away from 
his home. This evidence was accepted by the enquiry officer in his findings 
to say that Shri Francis was deliberately avoiding the enquiry . The main 
reason stated is that Shri Francis was not advised bed rest and he could 
very well have attended the enquiry . It is also said that he could have 
accepted the offer to have the enquiry at his residence . According to 
Shri Francis he was really ill and the Society was showing unnecessary 
haste in concluding the enquiry . Some of the resolutions passed by the Society 
in connection with this disciplinary proceedings marked on his side as W 
series is relled on in this connection to show that the Director Board was 
not unanimous in the decision and that the President and one of the members 
of the Director Board staged a walk out in protest of the proposed action 
and the rest of the members under the Chairmanship of the Vice-President 
took the decision to dismiss Shri Francis even before the enquiry. It is also 
seen from those resolutions that a non -confidence motion was passed against 
the President on account of his approach to this subject and the President 
in turn resigned his post. But all these happened before the enquiry started. 
Shri Francis admittedly is residing very close to the Society. The witnesses 
examined before the enquiry officer stated that they have reasons to think 
that Shri Francis is not really ill . The second witness was examined for 
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that purpose alone. He stated that he had seen Francis at variors places 
during the period mentioned in the medical certificate in his full health 
and vigour. The Secretary examined as the third witness gave evidence 
in the same lines. The first witness, the new President, nad only hearsay 
information on that aspect. 


7. The Enquiry Officer is seen to have considered the genuineness of the 
applications submitted by Shri Francis for adjournment towards the fag end 
of his findings. In other words he is seen to have mixed up the merits of 
the case with the request for adjournment of time. As a matter of fact 
he should have considered that aspect independently as a preliminary issue 
and arrived at a finding on that aspect initially before proceeding further . 
It was open to him to try to contact Shri Francis personally at his residence 
and verify whether he was actually taking rest or not. It was also open to 
the enquiry officer to approach the Medical Officer who issued the certificate 
to verify whether Shri Francis with the ailment stated therein can effectively 
participate in an enquiry or not. I may not be misunderstood as to mean that 
an enquiry is automatically to be adjourned when a medical certificate like 
the one we had is produced . The medical certificate is usually produced to 
show the bona fides of the claim of an adjournment on the ground of illness. 
If the genuineness of the ground is suspected then there must be some tangible 
evidence to discard the same and proceed with the enquiry . Oral evidence of 
the employees of the Management that the delinquent is not really ill should 
not normally be permitted to prevail over the medical certificate . So also 
it is not proper to make inferences that the disease mentioned by the Doctor 
is not serious enough to take rest as advised. When viewed in this background 
the procedure adopted by the Enquiry Officer in having undertaken the enquiry 
on merits before considering the genuineness of the claim for adjournment 
was not proper. That is a sufficient reason to say that the workman was not 
given reasonable opportunities to defend himself. It is also worthwhile to 
mention here that the workman whose first request was granted normally 
might have been under impression that his secoad request will also be granted. 
So this is a case where the workman was denied a reasonable opportunity 
to defend himself. 


8. The learned counsel appearing on behalf of the workman vehemently 
argued before me that the evidence adduced at the ex parte enquiry is quite 
insufficient to warrant the conclusions arrived at by the enquiry oircex. I do 
not propose to enter into a discussion regarding merits of Ohis argument 15 
the enquiry is not valid for the reason already mentioned and the Management 
will have a right to sustantiate its case before this court. It may not be fair 
for me to express my views on the merits of the case at this stage. The 
perverseness or otherwise of the conclusions of the enquiry officer are therefore 
not considered here. In the result it is herehy ordered that the enquiry was 
not proper. 

It needs hardly be mentioned that the Management is at liberty 
to ask for a chance to adduce evidence afresh before this Court if so advised . 

GA . 717 /MC. 


Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed and typed out by him , 
corrected by ine and declared in open Court on this the 12th day of May , 1980 . 


--- 


N. SUKUMARAN , 

Presiding Officer , 


APPENDIX 


Witness examined on the Management s side : 

MW1. Shri N. M. N. Anujan Nambradiri. 
MW2. Shri P. Unnikrishnan Nair . 


Witnesses examined on the Workman s side : 

WW1 Shri Vincent. 
WW2. Shri Francis. 


Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. M1. Enquiry File. 

M2 Eill book of the society from 10-7-1974 . 
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Echibits marked on the Workman s side : 
Ext. Wi. Copy of a petition dated 9-9-1974 addressed to the enquiry 

cfficer by Shri Francis . 
W2. Copy of the decision No. 1 ( a ) of the Director Board meeting 

held on 31-7-1974 . 
W3. Copy of the decision No. 6 of the Director Board meeting held 

on 26-7-1974 . 
W4. Copy of the decisions of the Director Board 

nieeting held 
on 26-7-1974 . 
W5. Copy of the decision No. 6 ( a ) of the Director Board meeting held 

on 14-3-1974 . 
W6. Copy of the decision No. 12 of the Director Board meeting held 

on 14-3-1974 . 
17. Copy of the decision No. 14 of the Director Board ineeting held 

on 17-3-1971. 
W3. Cory of the decision No. 2 of the Director Board meeting held 

on 31-7-1974 . 
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Kerala Gazette No 49 dated 9th December 1980. 


PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No 1052/80/LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 17th July 1980 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispu s 
between the General Manager , M /s. Giovanola Biany Limited , Palluruthy, 
Cochin -6 and their workmen represented by the General Secretary , Giovanola 
Binny Employees Congress (INTUC). Cochin - 2 received by Government on 
14-7-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 


P. GOMATIIY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN TIE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 8th day of July , 1980 

Present 
Shri N. SUKUMARAN . B. Sc . B. L. 

Presiding Officer, 


In 
Industrial Dispute Na 152 of 1979 
(Old Na I. D. 19 of 1977) 

Between 

THE GENERAL MANAGER 
M1/ Giovanola Binny Limited ., Palluruthy, Cochin -6 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above establishment represented by the General Secretary, Giovanola 

Binny Employees Congress (INTUC ), Cochin - 2. 
Representations 

Shri J. B. Koshy , 
Advocate , 
M / s . Menon & Pal , 
Advocates , Ernakulam . 

For Management. 
M /s. P. Balazangadhara Menon , 
Mathews P. Mathew & K. P. , Vijayan , 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 

For Union . 
GA . 710 
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AWARD 


The correctness or otherwise of the dismissal of Shri K. L. Chellappan 
by his employer M /s. Giovanola Binny Limited., Palluruthy, is what is referred 
by the Government as per G.O. (Rt.) No. 247/77/LBR 

dated 15-2-1977. 
The reference initially made to the Labour Court, Quilon was taken on 
the file of that Court as I. D. 19 of 1977 and later transferred to this Court. 


II. Shri Chellappan was dismissed after a domestic enquiry . The validity 
of the domestic enquiry was tried by me as a preliminary issue. I found 
therein that the domestic enquiry in form and procedure was correct and 
proper. The finding that Shri Chellappan was guilty of the misconduct 
alleged was also upheld by me. The details of the misconduct and the 
rival contentions have been narrated by me in my order dated 24-6-1980 . 
To avoid repetition I shall here extract that order in full: 


"ORDER 


Shri K. L. Chellappan , who was a Clerk in the Store Section of 
Giovanola Binny Limited , was dismissed finding that he was guilty of theft , 
fraud or dishonesty in connection with the Company s business or property 
as per clause 11 (i) (c) of the Standing Orders applicable to the establish 
ment. The finding of zuilt was rendered by an Advocate, who was 
examined before me as MW1 in his capacity as the Enquiry Officer appointed 
at the domestic enquiry . The validity of the domestic enquiry was 
seriously challenged by the Union and therefore the necessity arose to try 
the isssue as a preliminary matter. The Enquiry Officer examined as MW1 
proved the file relating to the enquriy as Ext. M1. His findings is Ext. M2. 
The affected workman gave evidence as WW1 before me. 
2. The Management s case is that Shri K. L. Chellappan 

at about 
1-30 p . m . on 20-1-1976 permitted rolling scrap to be loaded into a lorry of 
a customer in the factory premises as against the specific instructions issued 
by the Superior Officer, the Store Keeper, to load only melting scrap. 
According to the Management rolling scrap is worth almost double the 
value of melting scrap . The attempt of Shri Chellappan therefore was to 
commit fraud by causing loss to the Company . The offence 
detected by the top Officers of the Company while the loading was in 
progress under the supervision of Shri Chellappan . The main defence is 
that Shri Chellappan was instructed by the Head Store 

Keeper to load 
rolling scrap and not melting scrap and therefore no misconduct could be 
attributed to him . This defence was not accepted by the Enquiry 

Officer 
in his findings Ext. M 2. This finding and the procedure adopted by tha 
Management and the Enquiry Officer in the matter of enquiry 

challenged 
by the Union . According to the Union MW1 was 

holding briefs for the 
Management in other casts and therefore his bias can easily be inferred and 
normally justice could not have been expected from 

an enquiry 


was 


arc 


such 


3 


officer. The workman was not given sufficient opportunities to defend 
himself. Two of the witnesses gave evidence in English and the workman 
was not in a position to understand the contends and implications of the 
statements made by them . The workman s request to have the assistance of 
a lawyer or a passive observer was turned down. The name 

of 
enquiry officer was not intimated to the workman in advance. So he 
could not object to his functioning as enquiry officer in time. There was 
no presenting offier for the Management and the enquiry oficer himseli 
acted as the Prosecutor and Judge. That procedure was irregular and it 
adversely affected the interests of the workman . The list of witnesses 
were also not furnished 

to the 

workman in advance . So he could not 
effectively cross -examine the witnesses. The workman was not given 
a chance to adduce his evidence. The sole witness examined by the enquiry 
officer as a defence witness was not actually produced on the defence side . 
That particular person was also produced by the Management. The 
enquiry officer deliberately arrayed him as a defence witness. The evidence 
available is also insufficient to support the conclusion that Shri Chellappan 
was guilty of the misconduct. Therefore the enquiry and the findings are 
not proper and valid . 

3. This is a case where admittedly the workman participated in the 
enquiry . He is seen to have signed all the relevant papers contained in Ext.M1 
file. Admittedly he was served with a charge and he filed his explanations 
pleading innocence putting forward the defence now advanad here. Admittedly 
Shri Chellappan has passed S.S.L.C. examination and completed the Pre 
University course. Ile was working as a clerk with this Management for 
nearly 12 years and it cannot be said that he is an illiterate person . It can 
be seen from the explanations filed by him in answer to the charge that I 
had taken up all possible defence. He was intimated by the Management as 
per the letter dated 23-1-1976 that an enquiry will be conducted by the 
Personnel omcer of the Management. In answer to that he wrote back on 
27-1-1976 that he has a genuine apprehension that he will not get justica: 
the hands of an employee of the Management if he acts as an enquiry cilicer. 
He requested that an impartial person may be appointed 

the enquiry 
officer. Therein he further requested that he may be permitted to have the 
assistance of a lawyer at the enquiry. Another request m.ide was that he 
may be given the list of witnesses and documents intended to be examined 
and used at the enquiry . The reply given by the Management is Ext. Miti 
dated 28-1-1976. Therein he was told that in view of his request an outsider 
will be appointed as the Enquiry Omcer. llis request for the a sistance of 
a lawyer was turned down and he was promised that the names o witnesses 
will be furnished at the commencement of the enquiry. That was followed 
by Ext. M1(a ) letter dated 31-1-1976 issued by the Management in which 
was revealed that MW1 will conduct the enquiry on 5th February 1373 
Shri Chellappan , who objected to the appointment of the Persornel Cheer 
did not object to the appointment of MWI as the enquiry cicer. 
scen to have stated at the enquiry that he has no complaints regarding the 


US 
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conduct of the enquiry. It as a matter of fact he had any grievance regard 
Ing the appointment of Mwi as the enquiry officer he should naturally have 
raised it befcre the commencement of the enquiry . The 

argument now 
advanced before me is that M1, who was holding briefs for the Company, 
should not be treated as an independent officer. But we have to remember 
that the enquiry i.self was an internal affair. There is nothing wrong in 
an Omcer of the Management holding the domestic enquiry. MVVi hal 
admitted that he had appeared for th s Management in some cases. But 
accoring to him he was not appearing for the Management at the time of 
enquiry or before that. What he swears is that he was engaged by this 
Management for the first time long after the enquiry. So he was not in any 
way interested in this Management at the time of the enquiry. Even assuming 
that he was holding brefs for the Management at the time of the enquiry it 
coes rot make any difference as cne cannot expect a lawyer of a party to be 
biased against the workman s mply for the reason that he was holding briefs 
for the Management. The Supreme Court had occasion to deal with a 
controversy like this in Saran Motors (Private) Ltd., vs. V.swanath and 
another (1964 II L.LJ. 139) wherein it was said as follows: 

" It is well-known that enquiries of this type are generally conducted 
by the officers of the employer and the absence of any special indivi 
dual b as attributable to a particular officer, it has never been hell 
that the enquiry is bad jus : because it is conductel by an omicer of the 
employer. If that ce so , it is obviously unsound to take the view that 
a lawyer, who is not a paid ollcer of the employer, is imcompetent to 
held the enquiry, because he is the employer s lawyer and is paid 

remuneration for hoding the enquiry." 
The above observations of the Supreme Court is sumcent answer to the 
criticism levelled against AWI by the Union . So this objection has really no 
force. 

4. It is the admitted case that there was no presenting officer for the 
Company. MWI had siated that he himself examinert witnesses for the 
Management in chief and re. lle cross -examined the defence witness also 
The cri.icisin is that the enquiry officer should rot have 

acted as the 
Prosecutor. There is no rule insisting the necessity for a presenting officer 
at the domestis enquiry . It is the du y of he enquiry officer to attempt to 
find cut the truth by examining the witnesses produced . In that process he 
can put questions by way of chief exam.nation or cross-examination . The 
fact that he cross - examined a particular witness for the workman or put 
questions in re examination does not mean that he was anxious to establish 
the guilt of the accused workman . In the case workman in Buckingham ani 
Carnac M.Ils vs. Luckingham and Carnatic M.lls (1970 I L.L.J. 26) the 
Supreme Court has said that there is nothing irregular in the enquiry officer 
h mself examining the Management witnesses 

and 

cross -examining the 
witnesses in defence. The dictum laid down therein must apply with equal 
force to the facts of the present case . 

So this criticism is also not valid . 


an 


5. Yet another objection is that the list of witnesses 
were not given in 
advance. Shri Chellappan is seen to have made a request for the list of 
witnesses before the Management and he was promised that the list will be 
supplied when the enquiry was to start. Admittedly Shri Chellappan did not 
make any request before the enquiry officer to have the list of witnesses . 
No documents were marked on the side of the Management. But four witne. 
sses were examined . The three senior omicers who detected the allege1 
misconduct and the Head Store Keeper are the witnesses. Normally it could 
easily have been inferred that these four persons will figure as witnesses. 
So no witness was produced to surprise Shri Chellappan . If he had any 
genuine difficulty in cross -examining any particular witness for the reason 
that he did not have advance information regarding the particulars of the 
witnesses then it was open to him to make a request before the enquiry 
cfficer to have an adjournment of the case 

to prepare himself for cross 
cxamining the witnesses. He did not do so. It is also seen that there wa3 
no necessity or occasion for such a request as the cross- examination of 
cach of the three material witnesses spread over for more than one day . MW1 
the Works Manazer examined on 5-2-1976 was cross -examined in part on that 
day and the cross-examination was continued on 6-2-1976 . The Head stora 
Keeper examined as MW2 on 6-2-1976 was cross -examined on 9-2-1976 and 
2-3-1976. MW3 the General Manager s examination was completed only by 
three days, viz ., 2-3-1976, 3-3-1976 and 5-3-1976 . MW4 was examined only 0.2 
one day. There was no request on the side of the workman for an adjourne 
ment of his examination for 

further cross-examination . A perusal of the 
depositions of the witnesses makes it clear that the workman had effectively 
cross - examined all of them on all material aspects. In this connection th : 
contention that the workman did not understand the evidence given in 
English by MWs3 and 4 has also to be examined. According to the Union 
the assistance of a lawyer should have been permitted especially because the 
witnesses were giving evidence in English . The workman admittedly has 
studied upto the Pre-University . When we gave evidence before me he ha 1 
occasion to seek the aid of English language to express himself properly ia 
different contents and his educational background along with this circumst. 
ance gives me a reasonable finference that it was possible for him to 
understand well the statements made by MWs 3 and 4 at the enquiry in 
English . That he understood it properly is evident from the questions put 
by him in cross -examination . So the argument that the workman 

was 
handicapped on account of the fact that the witnesses 

evidence in 
English and the absence of the assistance of an efficient lawyer had adversely 
affected his interest does not carry conviction . The workman was given 
umcient opportunities to cross - examine the witnesses and he had effectively 
cross -examined them . There was no violation of any of the principles o ! 
natural justice in that matter . 

6. The remaining objection is that the workman was not given an oppor . 
tunity to adduce his evidence. It is suggested to the Enquiry Omcer tha: 
the workman wanted the examination of three witnesses. That suggestion is 


gave 


emphatically denied by MWI. After closing the enquiry the enquiry officer 
is seen to have asked the workman as whether he has any complaints 
regarding the procedure adopted . His answer was in the negative and affixed 
hus signature in token of laving made such an answer. 

So the present 
complaint that the enquiry officer refused to examine the defence witnesses 
is raised without any bonafides. Yet another complaint in this connection is 
that the witness arrayed as DW1 by the enquiry officer in Ext. Mi was not 
produced by the workman , but produced by the management. This is also 
against facts as could be noticed from Ext. M1. This witness was examined 
11. chief and in re by the workman as written by the enquiry officer, He 
was examined after the entry that the evidence for the Management is over 
He is described as a defence witness in the deposition . The deposition is 
signed by the workman . It is the admitted case that carbon copies of the 
depositions were issued to the workman as and when the examination 

were 
completed . If DWI was wrongly classified as such by the enquiry officer then 
the workman should immediately have raised a protest and 

insisted on 
making a record of his protest. Nothing of that sort is seen done. The only 
inference possible is that this complaint is raised for the sake of an additiona ! 
complaint when facts are otherwise. 

7. From what has been stated above it follows and I find that the enquiry 
officer did not violate any of the principles of natural justice . 

8. Lack of good faith , victim sation or unfair labour practice as such are 
rot attribuied to the Management. Of course there is a contention for the 
Union that the evidence available is not sufäcient to pin down the liability 
on the workman and the Store Keeper, the Superior Officer, who is said to 
have issued the instructions. was also a possible suspect and the Managemeni 
made Shri Chellappan a scapegoat 

to save the Store Keeper. But that 
contention does not amount to a specific allegation that the Management had 
any special reason to get rid of Shri Chellappan. This contention , of course, 
will have to be considered while I pass on to the next contention 

that the 
finding is perverse. For the present it can be said that the enquiry in form 
and procedure was quite proper . 

9. Now we come to the merits. Certain facts are admitted. They are the 
following: - There were two types of scrap available for disposal at the 
factory premises. Rolling scrap consists of material that can be used as such 
and it is normally valued double that of melting scrap 

which can 

only be 
melted and used in different forms. Rolling scrap is comparatively longer 
in size and melting scrap is small bits . The Management s contention 

that 
melting scrap was sold to the customer in whose lorry the scrap was being 
loaded on the crucial date under the supervision of Shri Chellappan is not 
in dispute. That it was rolling scrap that was loaded in the lorry whe 
inspecled by MWs 1, 3 and 4 ( I am referring to the witnesses as they were 
arrayed in the enquiry ) is also admitted . Shri Chellappan was the person in 
charge of the loading (here I may state that Chellappan has 
alone was not the person in charge of the loading and that the watch and 


a case that he 
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ward person.nel had also a hand in the supervision . But the explanation of 
Shri Chellappan and the trend of the cross -examination of the witnesses 
would indicate that this controversy is not material as such though it may 
gain importance when we come to the merits of the rival contentions) . 


10. The real controversy is as to what exactly was the instruction issued 
by MW2 the Store Keeper to Shri Chellappan . MW2 has stated that he issued 
• specific instructions to Shri Chellappan to load melting scrap sold at Rs 590 
per tonne alone. Shri Chellappan s case on the other hand is that he was told 
to load the scrap that was heaped up in the premises which included rolling 
scrap also . 


The 


11. There was no written instructions regarding the loading. MWs 1,3 
and 4 speak only regarding the admitted fact of having detected the rolling 
scrap as the material loaded on the lorry as against the sale of melting 
scrap. It is admitted by MWs 1, 3 and 4 that Shri Chellappan when 
questioned about the discrepancy in the material told them on the spot that 
his instruction from the Store Keeper was to load rolling scrap . This 
conduct of Shri Chellappan is heavily relied on by the learned counsel 
appearing on behalf of the Union to argue for the position that Shri Chella 
ppan was under the bonafide belief that his instructions were to load rolling 
scrap . It is further in evidence that Shri Chellappan immediately approched 
MW2, the Store Keeper, and reported the fact that the top officers have on veri 
fication found fault with him for loading the rolling scrap. What is stated by 
MW2 is that he had issued clear instructions earlier to load only rolling scrap 
and he repeated the same position when Shri Chellappan reported so . 
arguinent advanced by the learned counsel for the Union is that the Head 
Store Keeper should also have been reasonably suspected by the Management 
in the peculiar circumstances and the two proceeded simultaneously . 

The 
General Manager, MW3, has given evidence that he issued instructions to his 
subordinates to have a preliminary enquiry to fix up the liability and they 
were satisfied with the explanation offered by the Head Store Keeper and 
that is how disciplinary proceedings were initiated against Shri Chellappan. 
As already mentioned no bad motive is attributed to the Management. The top 
Offiers of the Management detected the offence themselves . They made a 
preliminary enquiry and 

were 

satisfied that Shri Chellappan has 
to be suspected most. MW2 the crucial 

witness no doubt is 
interested in absolving himself of possible liability . That 
a motive for him to stick on to his version that his instructions were to loa ! 
only melting scrap . But it is seen that Shri Chellappan had cross-examined 
this witness elaborately at length. It is not suggested anywhere that MW ? 
had any sort of ill-will towards this workman . I have anxiously perused the 
lengthy deposition of MW1 and I could not find anything from which it can 
be said that he is not speaking the truth . That being the case there is no 
reason to discard his evidence . Then it follows that Shri Chellappan hal 
instructions to load only the cheaper variety of scrap . As against that 
instruction he permitted the loading of the superior variety . 


a 


may be 


OCH 


was 


12. Shri Chellappan has a case that it was not possible to take the loaded 
lorry out of the premises with a variety of scrap other than that was sold 
unnoticed by the watch and ward personnel and the Store Keeper himsell. 
MW1 has stated that only a small quantity of rolling scrap had been loadeil 
and that it was possible to hide the rolling scrap loaded initially by 
melting scrap filled above and make it easy for removal undetected . 

There 
is a discrepancy between the evidence of MWs 1 and 3 regarding the quantity 
actually loaded . What is siated by MWI is that there was only about 
hundred kilograms on the lorry. But MW3 has said that there about 
five tonnes. But the discrepancy regarding the quantity is not much material 
as the loading of rolling scrap is admitted . The quantity that could be 
carried in a lorry is much more and so this discrepancy really is not material, 
The fact that there was a possibility of detection by the watch and ward and 
the Head Store Keeper may be circumstance for a wild gusss that Shri Chella 
ppan alone was not the culprit . But that does not mean that Shri Chellappan 
is innocent. So from the available evidence it can safely be concluded that 
Shri Chellappan with a guilty intention when he permitted the loading of 
rolling scrap as against the scale and instruction to deal with melting scrap . 
So finding of guilt rendered by the Enquiry Officer is proper and calls for no 
interference. In the result I hold that the enquiry and the findings ALC 
proper ." 

III. Both sides were heard on the question of punishment after the abord 
preliminary order. The question is as to whether the workman is entitled to 
any relief in the maiter of punishment as per Sec. 11 - A of the Industrial Dispu 
tes Act. According to the learned counsel for the Union the antecedents of Shri 
Chellappan were without any blemishes and the extreme penalty of dismissal 
for the first offence cannot be justified . It is also argued that there was no 
theft as such and the Company did not suffer any loss. Yet another argu 
ment is that there was no wilful disobedience of any of the orders of the 
Company on the part of Shri Chellappan and it can 

as well be a genuine 
mistake in understanding the real contents and implications of the vertal 
order. On the other hand the Management argues that there was a delibe ate 
attempt on the part of Shri Chellappan to make loss to the Management by 
attempting to despatch rolling scrap as against the specific orders to deal with 
melting scrap of lesser value and nothing short of dismissal will be adequale 
punishment for the proved misconduct. 

IV . It is the admitted case that the antecedents of Shri Chellappan are not 
in any way bad. But that does not mean that the Management can be asked to 
provide him again when it is shown that he had attempted to commit loss to 
it. The fact that the attempt to despatch rolling scrap did 

not materialise 
does not make much of a difference as the act intended was prevented by the 
timely intervention of the Officers of the Management. However, considering 
the fact that Shri Chellappan had put in a fairly long service without any 
previous room for complaint I feel it just and proper lo convert the dismissal 
Into one of discharge. The Management will pay him the benefits due as 
though he had been discharged on the date on which the dismissal was inten . 
ded to take effect. The workman is not entitled to any other reliefs. 
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V. In the resuli an award is passed converting the 

disnrissal of Siiri 
K. L. Chellappan into one of discharge. This award shall come into force ma 
the expiry of thirty days from the date of its publication in the Government 
Gazette . 


Ernakulam , 


X. SUKUMARAN . 


K - 7 . 1980 . 


Presiding Officer. 


Appendix 


Witness examined on the Union s side: 

WW1 Shri K. L. Chellappan . 
Witness eramined on the Management s side: 

MW1 Shri George Varghese . 
Exhibits marked on the Union s side: 

Nil. 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. M1. The file relating to the enquiry conducted against Shri 

K. L. Chellappan 
Ext. M1(a ). Copy of a letter dated 31-1-1976 from the Management 

Shri K. L. Chellappan . ( in Ext. M1 Ale ). 
Ext. M1(b ). Copy of a letter dated 28-1-1976 from the Management to 

Shri K. L. Chellappan . (in Ext. ML file). 
Ext. M2. Findings of the Enquiry Officer (in Ext. Mi file ) . 
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PART 1 


COVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labo:a: (A ) Departinent 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. ( Rt.) No. 1216 80 LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 22nd August 1980. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the General Manager, Premier Tyres Limited, Kalamassery and their 
workmen represented by the General Secretary , The Premier Tyres Workers 
Unicn , Kalamassery received by Government on 21-8-1980 is hereby published 
under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV 
of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor , 


P. GOMATIIY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 14th day of August, 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B.L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 192 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 107 of 1977 ) 

Betucent 
THE GENERAL MANAGER , 
Premier Tyres Ltd., Kalamassery 

And 

THE WORKMEN 
of the above establishment represented by the General 
Secretary, The Premier Tyres Workers Union , 

Kalamassery 
Representations : 

Ms. Menon & Pai, 
Advocate, Ernakulan . 

Fer dianagement 
Shri K. Balachandran , 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 

For Union . 
CA. 733,1C . 
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AWARD 


Government as per G. 0. (Rt.) No. 122977 LBR dated 12-10-1977 has 
referred for adjudication the correctness of the dismissal of Shri V. K. Hassan 
by his employer. That reference was to the Labour Court, Quilon where 
the case was taken on the file as I. D. 107 of 1977. Later it was transferred 
to this Court and refiled in the present number. 

II. The dismissal was after a domestic enquiry, the correctness of which 
was seriously challenged by the Union . I have found in my order dated 
14-7-1980 that there was a proper domestic enquiry and the findings of guilt 
rendered by the Enquiry Officer are correct. The facts necessary for the 
disposal of the case have already been mentioned in detail im that order. So 
I am extracting that order in full here to avoid repetition . 


" ORDER 


Shri V. K. Hassar , a worker of the Premier Tyres Ltd., Kalamassery, 
was dismissed on the allegation that he was guilty of having abused his 
superior officer Shri John Joseph , a Supervisor , towards the close of the shift 
on 28-12-1976 in the fac ory and threatened to assault that Supervisor. 
On receiving a report to this effect from the Supervisor Shri John Joseph 
the Management on 29-12-1976 issued a show cause notice to Shri Hassan 
calling upon him to offer his explanations if any . Similtaneously he was 
placed under suspension , The Management was not satisfied with the 
explanation offered and therefore a domestic enquiry was ordered . MW1, 
an Advocate of the Ernakulam Bar appointed as the Enquiry Officer , held 
the enquiry and found the workman guilty of the charges. Accepting the 
finding the dismissal was effected. It is the correctness of that dismissal 
that is being challenged . 

2. The Management justifies its action while the Union claims reinstatement 
pleading that the workman was innocent . The Union has a further case that 
the domestic enquiry was not properly conducted . Therefore the validity 
of the domestic enquiry was tried as a preliminary issue. The Enquiry Officer 
examined as MW1 has proved the records in connection with the enquiry 
as Ext. M ) . The affected workman was also examined as WW1. 

3. The criticism against the enquiry in the claim statement of the Union 
is as follows : 

" T he enquiry was not properly conducted and principles of natural 
justice were violated Shri Hassan is a worker without any knowledge 
in these things and before starting the enquiry , the management has 
made him believe that the enquiry is only a formality and no action 
will be initiated against him . Mr. Hassan was not permitted to cross 
examine the witnesses and also to examine his own witnesses . The 
enquiry Officer has not applied his mind. The enquiry officer was 
biased and his findings are perverse." 
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I have extracted the above to show that there are only general objections 
in the claim statement. As already mentioned an independent Advocate 
conducted the enquiry. His integrity and impartiality are not questioned 
in any way. The objection is that the Management practised a fraud on 
Shri Hassan by false representations that the enquiry is only i formality 
and no serious consequences will follow . There is absolutely no evidence in 
support of this allegation . It is admitted by wwi that he had signed on all 
papers in Ext. Mi enquiry file. He says when examined that the superior 
officers asked him to sign the papers stating that no serious consequence 
will follow . It is difficult to believe that a worker who admittedly is a 
member of a trade union will be guided by the directions of the officers of the 
Management especially when he was being proceeded against after placing 
him under suspension . We have also to remember that the allegation was 
that he attempied to marihandle a Superior Officer and used obscene words 
against him during working hours in the factory premises. When viewed 
in this background the plea that the workman acted on the advice of the 
officers of the Management cannot be believed even for a moment. 


4. Ext. Mi file shows that the workman was offered an opportunity to have 
the assistance of a co -worker . The records show that he did not take 
advantage of that offer. He was given opportunity to cross- examine the 
five witnesses examined on the side of the Management. He cross- examined 
some of them and stated that he has no questions to be put to the others. 
Four witnesses were examined on his side. He also fled a statement in the 
form of argument notes. There is a complaint that he was not permitted 
to cross - examine the Management s witnesses fully . Another complaint 
is that all the witnesses whom he wanted to examine were not examined . 
These criticisms are against the documents available in Ext. Mi. The 
worker wanted to examine only four witnesses and they were all examined. 
He himself stated that he has no cross - examination apart from those affected 
by him . There is no reason why MW1 should have denied any legitimate 
claims of the workman . He is seen to have been very fair ard impartial. 
On the first date itself the names of witnesses and the details of the documents 
intended to be used in the enquiry were made known to the workman and 
the enquiry adjourned to another date. There were several sittings and all 
requests for adjournment made by the workman are seen to have been granted . 
When all the circumstances are taken together it is evident that there 
is no justification for the criticism that principles of natural jusice have 
been violated. I hold that the enquiry was properly conducted . 


5. What remains to be considered is as to whether the finding of guilt 
rendered is perverse as is alleged . The Management initiated action on the 
report marked as Ext. M1 at the enquiry submitted by a Supervisor 
Shri John Joseph . Shri John Joseph was exanined as the first witness, 


He proved his report and save evidence in its terms. His complaint was 
that soon after 1 p.m. on 28-12-1976 Shri Hassan in the factory premises 
and in the presence of the other workmen uttered obscene words at him 
threatening to assault. He has narrated the exact words said to have been 
used by Shri Hassan . The witness was not cross- examined by Shri Hassan . 
There is no case that the words said to have been uttered by Shri Hassan 
are not obscene. The version of the first witness is corroborated by witness 
Nos, 2 and 3. They were cross - examined by Shri Hassan . 

But the cross 
examination did not yield any useful result. The evidence of the four 
defence witnesses are not material at all as they have simply stated that they 
were not aware of as to what happened at the relevant time. 

6. It is common case that Shri Hassan sustained some injury on his foot 
at about 10 a . n . 01 the relevant date . Shri John Joseph , the Supervisor 
in charge of the particular section where Shri Hassan was working, was told 
by Shri Hassan that the injury was minor and therefore he does not require 
hospitalisation . Eut later by noon Shri Hassan wanted to have treatment 
in the hospital and for that matter he wanted the assistance of a co -worker 
to accompany him . Shri John Joseph made arrangements to take Shri Hassan 
in the coinpany s vehicle, but did not provide another worker to accompany 
him saying that the driver of the vehicle will render necessary help . The 
case of Shri John Joseph is that this gave room for the disorderly behaviour 
on the part of Sl:ri Hassan . The evidence available has established beyond 
any doubt that Shri Hassan uttered obscene words by threatening to manhandle 
Shri John Joseph . The finding of guilt in accordance with the charge is the 
only reasonable conclusion that could be arrived at in the nature of the 
evidence. So the finding cannot in any way be termed as perverse. 

The 
finding is also confirmed. 

7. In the result an order is passed finding that the enquiry and the findings 
therein are correct and proper." 

III. After the above order Shri Hassan who was originally examined 
as ww1, was recalled and examined again at the instance of the Union. 
The Management has proved Exts. M2 and M3 through him at the stage 
of that examination . There is no further evidence on the side of the 
Management. 

IV. What remains to be considered is as to whether the punisir ent of 
dismissal imposed calls for interference. As found in the p eliminary order 
Shri Hassan is seen lu lave uttered obscene words against his superior officer 
during working 1:ous in the factory premises in the presence of other empioyces. 
Shri Hassan when he was examined on the second occasion has stated that 
he was in a disturbed state of mind on account of the injury sustained by 
him and therefore he did not seriously think of the consequences of the words 
uttered by hun. It is further stated by him that he is the Head of a family 
consisting of his wife and two children and that he has no other source 
of income to support those members of the family . He has craved for mercy 
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and the learned counsel for the Union has pleaded before me that this is a 
fit case where adequate reliefs may be granted to the employee exercising 
my discretion under Sec. 11- A of the Industrial Disputes Act . The learned 
counsel for the Management on the other hand relying on Exis. M2 and 
M3 and the admitted prior punishment roll of Shri Hassin argues that 
no leniency can le jistified. 


V. It is admitted that Shri Hassan has to his credit as inany as 39 prior 
punishnients involving minor penalties including suspension for few days. 
Exts. M2 and M3 show that Shri Hassan had been proceeded or identical 
charges and punished on prior occasions. At one stage he was dismissed , 
but the punishment was converted into one of suspension for three days. 
That was also an instance of Shri Hassan abusing his superior officer . That 
means that Shri H : ssan is a habitual offender and the leniency in the maiter 
of punishments on the prior occasions did not improve his conduct in any 
way. On the other and he was repeating similar misconduct which in the 
ordinary circumstances cannot be lightly viewed . It is true that Shri Hassan 
had sustained an injury during the course of his employment and the incident 
with which we are concerned occurred on the same day on which he 
sustained the injury. When viewed in the background of prior history it 
cannot be said that the utterrances were that of an ordinarily innocent 
person made in a disturbed state of mind . The only inference that could 
be drawn is that he was in the habit of abusing the superior officers and 
that the incident that was the basis of the enquiry which resulted in the 
dismissal on the latest occasion, was only that of a habitual offender . 
So I feel that the request for reinstatement of the workman cannot in any 
view of the matter be granted. 


VI. Eut the fact remains that Shri Hassan has put in considerable 
length of service. Even the Management for similar offences on prior 
occasions inflicted only the maximum punishment of three days suspension . 
In such circumstances the extreme penalty of dismissal cannot be justified . 
Shri Hassan is the head of a family and he has to support his children 
His claim that his wife is also depending on him cannot be true as it was 
admitted in cross - examination that his wife is employed elsewhere. However 
I feel that a discharge in the place of dismissal will be surficient punishment 
for the misconduct. Sc I am converting the penalty of dismissal into one 
of discharge. The Management will pay him his dues as though he was 
discharged on the date on which he was intended to be dismissed . An award 
is passed accordingly. 


VII This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its rullication in the Government Gazette. 


14-8-1980 . 
Ernakulani, 

GA . 733 /MC 


Presiding Officer . 
N. SUKUMARAN , 


Appendix 


Witness examined on the Management s side : 

MW1 Shri Ceorge Varghese. 
Witness examined on the Union s side : 

WW1. Shri Hassan . 


Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. M1. The file relating to the domestic enquiry conducted against 

Shri V. K. Hassan . 
M2. The file relating to the domestic enquiry conducted against 

Shri Hassan regarding charge sheet issued on 4-12-1972 . 
M3. The file relating to the domestic enquiry conducted against 

Shri Hassan regarding the charge sheet issued on 26-8-1971 . 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt ) No. 1349/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between Mrs. Annie Olivero , Proprietress, M /s Sunny Cran port, 
Pachalam , Cochin - 12 and heir workmen represented by the Secretary , 
Ernakulara Jilla Private Bus Chozhilali Union , Congress House , Palluruthy 
Cochin -6 ece ved by Government on 18-9-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary . 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 15th day of September, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 211 of 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 141 of 1977 ) 

Between 
Mrs. Annie Olivero , Proprietress, M /s Sunny Transport, 

Pachalam , Cochin -12 . 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the 
Secretary, Ernakulam Jilla Private Bus Thozhilali Union , 

Congress House, Palluruthy, Cochin -6 . 
Representations: 

Shri P. V. Cherian , 
Advocate , Cochin - 20 

For Management. 
Shri K. Janardhanan , 
Advocate , Ernakulam . 

For Union . 
GA, 768/B . 


} 


.. 


.. 


AWARD 


Dismissal of two workers is the issue referred for adjudication by 
Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 808 /77/LBR dated 12-7-1977. These 
workers were the Conductors of the Management who in turn is operating 
a bus service . 

2 . The contention of the Management is that the employees were guilty 
of grave acts ofmisconduct as found in a properly conducted domestic 
enquiry and therefore the action is justifiable . The Union on the other 
hand attacked the dismissal as illegal. According to it there was no proper 
enquiry . There was only a show of a domestic enquiry which was held in 
violation of all principles of natural justice. The workmen are innocent of 
the charges alleged against them . 

3. On the above contention the case came up for evidence to 11-9-1980 . 
Then the Management and its counsel were absent. Therefore the Manage 
ment was declared ex parte and the case proceeded . 

4. Today the case came up for Union s evidence. Then an affidavit is 
filed by the secretary of the concerned Union in support of the claims for 
reinstate ent. This is a case where the Management is adopting a delaying 
tactics by frequently absenting itself and then coming forward at a later 
stage with applications for setting aside the ex parte order. There were 
three such instances on the prior occasions and the requests for setting aside 
the exparte orders against the Management were allowed . The only 
reasonable inference that could be drawn is that the Management is not 
prepared to substantiate its case that the workers were dismissed on sufficient 
grounds after a proper domestic enquiry as contended . I accept the 
affidavit of the Secretary of the Union and hold that the dismissals were not 
on proper grounds. The two employees are therefore entitled to reinstate 
ment with all past benefits. In the result an award is passed ordering the 
Management to reinstate the workmen with continuity of service and all 
past benefits. 

5. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette . 


Ernakulam , 
15-9-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN, 
Presiding Officer . 
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PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1397/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 3rd October 1980. 

• The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Superintendent, Mooply Estate , Pulapilly , 680304, Trichur 
District and their workmen rep esented by the Secretary, Palappilly Rubber 
Estates Labour Un on , Palapilly, 68030+, Trichur Ditrict received by 
Government on 1-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 25th day of September, 1980 

Present : 
Shri N. SUKUMARAN , B. So., B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 272 OF 1979 

Between 
The Superintendent, Alooply Estare, Palapilly , 630304, 

Trichur District 

And 
The workmen of the above concern rep esented by the Socctary , 
Palapilly Rubber Estares Labrur Union , Palapily , 630304, 

Tiichur District 
epresentations : 
M /s Menon & Pai, 

For Management 
Acvoc tes, Ernakulam 
Shri K.K. Vasu Panicker , 

For Union 
Advocate, rici, ur 


GA . 765 / B . 
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AWARD 


Dismissal of two workers Sarvasree E. D. Johny and Unnikrishnan by 
the Management of M oply Estate is the issue referred for adjudication by 
Government as per G. O. (Rt.) No. 634 /79/ L & H dated 27-4-1979 . 

2. The Union in its claim statement and rejoinder attacked the 
dismissals as unjustifiable and unsupportable. I be Management on the 
other hand in its written statement justifies the action as honafide . 
According to the Management the workmen are found guilty of serious 
misconduct meriting dismissals in properly constituted domestic enquiries. 

3. On the above pleading the case came up for evidence to 24-9-1979 
at my Trichur Camp when the Management placed an offer for settlement 
in the following terms: 

“ (1) The Management agrees to reinstate E. D. Johny as genera 
worker with continuity of service but without back wages. If his work is 
found satisfactory he will be deployed as field watcher. 

(2 ) As regards Unnikrishnan , the Management agrees to pay bim 
gratuity for service till the date of his dismissal in full and final settlement 
of all his claimsagainst the Management. He has no further claim against 
the Management for re-employment, monetary or otherwise. 

(3 ) As the dispute regarding the dismissal of E.D. Johny and 
Unnikri hnan has been fully and finally settled, as above, an award may be 
passed in termsof the settlement. " 

4. These terms were accepted by the learned counsel appearing on 
behalf of the Union and both sides agreed to pass an award accordingly . 
In view of the agreement between the parties I pass an award in the above 
terms offered by the Management and accepted by the Uniun . 
(Camp) Trichur , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
25-9-1980 . 

Presiding Officer . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No. 1464 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th Oct ber 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernak ılım in respect of the dispute 
between the Superintendent, Lockhart Estate , Devico !am and their 
workmen represented by the Secretary , Devicolam Est ite Workers Union , 
Munnar received by Government 2 14-10-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Dis uutes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 

By order of the Governor , 

P. GOMATHY ANMA, 

Debuty Secretary. 
in the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 7th day of October, 1980 

Present: 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , H. SC ., H. L., 

Presiding Officer 


in 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No 292 of 1979 

Between 
The Superintendent, Lockhart Estate , Devicolam 

And 
The worker of the above estate represented by the Secretary, 

Devicolam Estate Workers Union , Munnar 
Representations: 

Shri K. V. R. Shenoi, Advocate , 
M / s. Menon & Pai, 

For Janasenent 
Advocates, Ernakulam . 
Shri K. Damodara Kurup , 
Advocate , Associated La v 

For Crion . 
Charnbcr , Cochin - 11 . 
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AWARD 


Dismissal of Shri A. K. Govindan , a Blacksmith , by his employer, 
the Superintendent, Lockhart Estate, Devicolam , is the issue referred for 
adjudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt ) No. 663/79 /L & HD 
dated 8-5-1979 . 

2. Pleadings have been advanced by both sides, the Union attacking 
the dismissal as unjustifiable and the Management attempting to support its 
action . The case came up for evidence on the pleadings when the parties 
submitted a memorandum of settlement which reads as follows : 

" The Management agrees to reinstate A.K. Govindan with effect 

from 15-10-1980 with continuity of service. The Management 
agrees to pay the said Govindan Rs. 3638.70 (Three thousand 
and six hundred and thirty eight and paise seventy) as back wages 

only from June 1979 to September, 1980." 
It is unnecessary to proceed further in view of the above settlement. So 
an award is passed in the terms of the settlement mentioned above . 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
7-10-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1380 /80 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 30th September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the President, Vanaja IndustrialWeavers Co-operative Society 
Limited , Chirakkal, Cannanore and their workmen representel by 
Shri Anjumudi Krishnan , Chirakkal, Cannanore received by Government on 
27-9-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 15th day of September, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A. B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 20/77 

Between 
The President, Vanaja Industrial Weavers Co-operative Society 
Limited , Chirakkal, Cannanore . 

And 
Shri Anjumudi Krishnan , Chirakkal, Cannanore. 
Representations : 
Shri K. P. Chandra ekharan , 

For the Management 
Advocate , Cannanore 
Shri T. Achuthan Nair , 

For the TV orkman , 
Advocate , Cannanore . 


] 
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AWARD 


The case was 


1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dimissal of Shri Anjumudi Krishnan was referred to this court for adjudi 
cation as per G. O. Rt. No. 489/77 / LBR dated 28-4-1977 . 
taken on file and notices issued to both parties. They entered appearance 
and filed statements . 

2. In the statement filed by the worker, he states that the dispute relates 
to the denial of employment to the workman by the management with effect 
from 17-11-1975 . He had been in continuous service of the society since its 

formation . The workman was a member and past director of the society. The 
-secretary of the society was not in good terms with the workman . 

The reason behind the removal from service is that enmity . The 
attendance card was marked by the Maistry or by the president. On 
7-11-1975 in the morning session , his card was marked by the Maistry. In 
the A. N the secretary was the person who had marked the attendance card 
and after his marking he was weaving his loom . At 2.15 p . m . the secretary 
went to the place of his work and asked for the attendance card . He gave 
the attendance card and the secretary put absent mark in the morning 
session and stated that he will see the consequence later. In the evening he 
received a memo stating that he had abused the secretary when marking the 
attendance and asking for the explanation within 24 hours. The copy of 
the complaint was not given . He gave his explanation the next day. At 
that time another letter was given to him which was found to be a 
suspension order. An enquiry was got conducted by the society . After the 
evidence of the secretary , the management changed the enquiry officer 
ard the remaining part of the case was got conducted by another officer, 
The Board of directors informed him that he is removed from service after 
considering the findings of the enquiry officer . The copy of the finding 

not furnished to him . The Board of Directors have no power to 
remove a member from the society . It can be done only by the general 
body mec.ing . Hence the decision of the directors is illegal and not 
supported by law . The allegation made in the complaint are all false. 
The denial of employment is illegal and unsustainable and is motivated by 
political enmity . Hence he prays that he may be reinstated with back 
wages and continuity of service . 

3. The management filed a statement contending that th : termination of 
service was done after du : enquiry. Fair opportunity was afforded to the 
workman. The statement that the service of the workman was terminated 
due to enmity is false and is denied . The workman had committed act of 
inisconduct and he is liable to be punished . The management acted on the 
impartial report of the enquiry officer . 

74. In the rejoinder the workman contends that the enquiry conducted 
was not proper. That the report of the enquiry was not communicated to 
the workman . No opportunity was given to him to answer the report . No 
notice coinmunicating the report of the officer was given to him . The act 
of the management is illegal. There is political enmity behind this high 
handed action and the same was done at the tiine of emergency . 


was 


w 


5. On the above pleadings, the issue that arises for consideration is the 
dismissal of the workman proper and justified and if not to what relief he is 
entitled to . 

6. Issue. That the workman was employed under the management is 
admitted . On the report of the secretary dated 7-11-1975 that when the 
workman was told about his absence for 3 to 4 hours after marking his 
attendance card , he , the workman abused the secretary and when he was 
asked to go out of the office , he again abused him , stood on the left side of 
the chair of the secretary (probably adopting a threatening posture). On 
that basis a memo was issued to the workman calling upon his explanation 
on the same date . The workman filed his explanation denying the 
charges. Again another notice was issued to him on 13-11-1975 to which 
also he filed his explanation on 15-11-1975 denying the allegation . Being 
dis -satisfied with the explanation submitted by the workman , a domestic 
enquiry was conducted into the charges levelled against the workman . 
Exhibit Ml is the report of the proceedings and the connected papers 
relating to the enquiry. The enquiry officer found that the workman is 
guilty of the charges. It would appear that the management accepted the 
report of the enquiry officer and dismisse i the workman from service . Th 
order is not produced . The date of dismissal stated in the statement of the 
workman as 17-11-1975 does not appear to be correct as the report of the 
enquiry is dated 15-2-1976 . 

7. The procedural validity of the domestic enquiry conducted into the 
charges levelled against the workman was tried as a preliminary issue and 
as per the order dated 16-4-1980 the same was uphold . Thereafter the 
parties were given an opportunity to lead further evidence. The manage 
ment and its counsel was absent on 6-8-1980 . The 

management was 
declared ex parte . WW1 was recalled and examined . The question that 
arises for consideration at this stage is whether the Board of Directors have 
the power to remove the workman fro n service, (2 ) whether the action of 
the management is motivated with the idea of victimisation and (3 ) whicther 
the punishment of dismissal awarded to the workman is proper and pro 
portionate to the misconduct proved against him . 

8. The contention of the workman is that it is only the general body 
that has got the power to remove him from service as he is a member of the 
society . The bye-law on the basis of which the workman had raised that 
contention has not been produced in this case. On the other hand, his 
statementwill go to show that the power vested in the general-body is to 
remove a member from the society and not the service of a member as an 
employce of the society . Therefore , the above contention cannot be accept 
ed as correct. 

9. The next contention raised is that he was a member of the congress 
(Old ) whereas the then Board of Directors of the management were 
members of the Congress (I) and as such there was political enmity in the 
action taken by the management. That there was political cimity 
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is seen 


between the workman and the management is stated in the rejoinder. 
WWIhas given evidence to that effect. He has not been cross-examined . 
Therefore, his evidence regarding the political enmity which is themotive 
for victimisation alleged by him stands uncontradicted . 

In view of the 
above circumstances , the action of the management cannot be held to be 
beyond the motive of victimisation due to political enmity. 

10. The facts leading to this case show that the attendance card of the 
workman wasmarked at 1.30 p . m . but that the same was changed and he 
wasmarked absent by the Secretary later . In thememo dated 13-11-1975 
it is alleged that the workman trespassed in the office room of the secretary 
and forcibly stood on the left side of the chair of the secretary and abused 
him ( secretary ). That it was not a case of trespass or unauthorised entry 
in the office room of the secretary by the workman , but he was called to the 
room by the secretary himself is admitted in his (Secretary ) cross-examina 
tion at the domestic enquiry . As such the allegation of unauthorise entry 
and standing by the side of the chair of the Secretary forcibly cannot be held 
to have been established . The same would appear to have been made 
in order to show that the workman was adopting a threatening 
posture towards the Secretary . It 

from the evidence 
that the attendance marked in the card of the workman was reversed 
subsequently by the secretary . The reason for that change made by the 
secretary has not been clearly stated . It would appear from the evidence 
that the secretary had questioned the workman about his absence for 3 
to 4 hours after marking his attendance and it was at that time the work . 
man is stated to have abused the secretary . There is nothing before me to 
show that the workman had been given a charge-sheet or at least a notice 
calling for his explanation regarding the alleged absence. Therefore , 
the reason stated for the use of the abusive language by the workman also 
cannot be held to have been established . But however, the evidence at 
the enquiry show that the workman did use abusive language towards 
the secretary . It may b : due to the fact that he was provoked by the 
marking of absence in his attendance card after it was marked present. 
The user of the abusive language by the workman must be held to have 
been established by the evidence adduced at the enquiry . The manage. 
ment awarded the punishment of dis nissal for the abusive language used 
by the workınan against the secretary. The same is contendei as quite 
disproportionate to the charge found to have been proved against the 
workman . That punishment of dismissal is the proper thing to be awarded 
to a workman who has been found to have committed the charge of 
misconduct by abusing the secretary has not been stated by the management. 
The standing order, if any , showing the punishment to be awarded under 
such circumstances has not been produced. I have found earlier 
that a major part of the charge levelled against the workman cannot be 
held to have been established The reason for the provocation as found by 
me earlier would appear to be the marking in the attendance card as absent 
after it has been marked as present by the secretary. Under such 
circumstances, the punishment of dismissal award to the workman would 
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appear to be quite disproportionate to the charge . Therefore, I hold that 
the dismissal of the workman from service is not proper and justifiable . 
Hence I change the punishment and hold that he is entiiled to be reinstated . 
Since the charge of usin , abusive language against the secretary has been 
found to be true. I hold that he will be enti led to only 50 % of the back 
wages and other benefits. He is also entitled to continuity of servic .. 
The issuc is found accordingly . 

11. For the above reasons, I pass the award holding that the dismisal 
of the workman from service is improper, that he is entitl d to be rein tated 
and that he will be entitled to only 50 % of back -wages and other beaefits . 
He is also entitled to continuity of service . 

12. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised & 
corrected by me on the 15th day of September, 1930 . 

T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Ofeficer, 

Labour Court, Kozhikode 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the workman : 
WW1- Shri Anjumudi Krishnan , Puthiyatheru Mandapam , P. O. 

Chirakkal 


Documents marked on the side of the Management: 

Ex. M -- Enquiry proceedings (whole file) 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 1381/80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 30th September 1930 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between (1) Shri Tharachaidy Khader Hajee. Contractor , Pazhassi Project, 
Mattannur, Cannanore District and (2 ) Shri K. K. Kader Moopan , clo 
National Tiles Depot. Goodshed Road, Telsicherry , Cannanore District 
and their workmen represented by the Secretary, Shops and Commercial 
General Workers Union ( INTUC) Congress House , Teilicherry , Cannanore 
District received by Government on 27-9-1980 is hereby published under 
section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act , 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 

Dated this the 15th day of September, 1980. 


Present : 


SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A. B. I , 


Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 75/78 


Between : 
1. Shri Tharachandy Khader Hajee, Contractor, Pazhassi Project 

Mattannur, Cannanoi e District and 
2 . Shri K. K. Kader Moopan , c /o . National Tiles Depot, Goodshed 
Road , Tellicherry , Cannarore District. 

And 
The Secretary , Shops & CommercialGeneralWorkers Union (INTUC ) 

Congress House, Tellicherry , Cannanore District. 
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For he 1st Management 


Representations : 
1 . Shri P. Mustapha , 

Advocate, Cannanore. 
2 . Shri M. Balasubramanian , 

Advocate, Cannanore . 
3 . Shri M. P. Govindan Nambiar , 

Advocate, Cannanore . 


For the 2nd Management 


For the Union 


AWARD 


This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
denial of employment to Shri P. Aboobacker and 2. Shri P. K. Syed was 
referred for adjudication to this court as per G. O. Rt. No. 1158 /78 /L & H 
dated 20-7-1978 . Notices were issued to the parties. The Union and the 
first management entered appearance and filed statements. 

The second 
management did not enter appearance . 

2. In the statement filed by the union , it is stated that Shri Aboobacker 
was uzder the employment of the first management for more than 7 years. 
The : econd management was the agent of the first management and he was 
supervising the works for and on behalf of the first management. The work 
man Shri Aboobacker was doing the loading and unloading of cement, iron 
rods etc. for the Pazhassi Project. The manag ment No. 1 iz reported to be 
th “ contractor for the Pazhassi Project at Mattannoor. The union had 
demanded increase in wages to the said two workers. The secretary hai dis 
cussed the matter with both the respondents (management) on 27-3-1976 . 
Themanagement No. I promised to di.cuss the matter later, but on the 
next day th workers were denied employment. This denial is illegal, unne 
cessary , unju t and amounts to victimisation . There was no enquiry whatso 
ever before such denial. The matter was not settled at the conciliation 
and as such the union prays for reinstatement of the worker , Shri Aboobacker . 

3. The first management filed a counter statement contending that 
there is no employer and employee relationship between Aboobacker and 
himself. He did not employ the said Abooba ker under him nor was he under 
his employment at any timemuch less for a period of 7 year . He is a PWD. 
contractor having no permanent place of work . He is not in the habit of em 
ploying permanent workers for the purpose of loading and unloading materials 
such as cement iron rods etc. No contractor can enroll permanent workers 
for that work . What he does as any other contractor is to entrust such work 
on contract basis to the sub - contractor. The loading and unloading is not a 
work of 

pei manent character. Accordingly while he had contract work 
during the year 1974-75 to 1977 for Pazhassi Project, he had entrusted such 
work fl ading and unloading to the second management on piece rate . 
The second management had rec uited the workers at his own risk . If the 
service of Shri Aboobacker was procured by t le second management it cannot 
be said that the workman was an employee under the first management. 
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The work of loading and unloading of cement, iron etc., is casual in nature. 
He had no contract work for Pazhassi Project for 7 years as contended by the 
union . Hence there was no question of employing Aboobacker for the last 7 
years . He did not pay any wages to the said workman. Hence he prays 
to reject toe contention of the union and pass an award accordingly . 

4. The second management did not enter appearance and as such was 
declared exparte . 

5. The union filed a rejoinder contending that the first management 
was the contractor for Pazhassi Project. He has contracted to transport 
cement, iron rods etc .. from Tellicherry Railway Station to Valiyambra . 
The second management by nameKader Moopan is a supervisor under the 
first management. The workman Shri Aboobacke was engaged for loading 
and unloading of construction materials of the Pa : assi Project at Tellicherry 
Railway Station . The allegation made by the first management is not 
correct. The workman was working under Kader Moopan for about 7 
years. The second management was supervising the work for the principal 
contractor for transport of construction inaterials of Pazhassi Project . 
The first management cannot disclaim liability arising out o the 
denial of employment to the workmin . Though the workman was 
recruited by Kader Moopan , he was doing the loa ling and unloading 
of construction materials for the first mina fement who had con 
tracted to transport since the date he became contractor for the same. Hence 
the workman must be deemed to be an employee of the first managemeat. 
The allegation that the work of loading and unloading is of casual nature is 

The work nan was coatinuously engaged in loadin ; and un 
loading of construction ma erials of the Pazhaasi Project, Shri Syed who 
was denied employment along with the workman was subsequently reintsated 
by Kader Haji. At the timeof denial of employment, the workman was 
getting at Rs. 25 per day . Hence the union claims for reinstatement of the 
workman with back -wages. 

6. The issue that arises for consideration is the denial of employment to 
Shri P. Aboobacker . 

7. Issue. - Though the two workman are alleged to have been denied 
employment as per the reference , the union has taken up the cause of only 
one workman viz ., Shri P. Aboobacker. In the rejoinder, it is stated that 
the second workman Shri Syed has subsequently been reinstated by the 
management. Hence the denial of employment to the workman Shri 
P. Aboobacker alone need be adjudicated . 

8. The case of the union is that the first management is a contractor of 
Pazhassi Project and he has contracted to transport cement, iron rods 
etc., from Tellicherry Railway Station 1. Valiyambra , that the second 
management is a supervisor under the first management who had recruited 
the workman for loading and unloading work who it is alleged was doing 
the work since the last 7 years, and that during all these 7 years , the 


not correct . 


second management was supervising the work for the principal contractor 
viz ., the first manage nent for transport of construction materials for the 
Pazhassi Project. Since the workman claimed enhancement of wages, he 
is alleged to have been denied employinent. 

The second management, as 
stated earlier, did not oppose the clairn of the union . The evidence adduced 
in this case is not clear to show as to when the first management obtained 
the contract of the Pazhassi Project, the nature of the contract he obtained 
and the period when it was obtained . Fowever, he rejoinder shows that 
the first management had contracted to transport cemeat, iron and other 
materials from Tellicherry Railway Station to Valıyambra which would 
go to indicate that his contract work was only to unload the goods at the 
Tellicherry Railway Station and transport the same to Valiyambra . The 
evidence of WWI also shows the same. MWI in his evidence woul] say 
that he had contrict of unloading and transporting work for a period of 
one or two years in 1972 or 1973. In the next sentence he would say that 
he had contract work since 1962. From the above evidence, it is not clear 
since when he was the contractor for Pazhassi Project. WW1 in his 
evidence would say that he was appoint d by the second management for 
loading and unloading work in 1969 and that the sccord management was 
working under the first management who was the contractor for Pazhassi 
Project. He would further say that it was the second management who 
was supervising the work for and on behalf of the first management. He 
would further say that since he demanded enhancement of wages to the 
second management, he was denied employment in 1976 . In his cross 
examination he stated that he is aged 40 years and that ever since his 16th 
year he was doing work in the goods-shed for which the owners of the 
goods will make payment and that he was not doing work under any 
particular person permanently . He further admitted that cement and iron 
rodswill not be required to be unloaded every -day . He further admited 
that he will be paid only if there was work . He further admitted that it 
was the second management who appointed him for work . He further 
stated that 10 workmen will be engaged to unload one wagon of cement and 
that the charges for the unloading will be divided by each of the workmen . 
He further stated that the register maintained by the union will show the 
person under whom he was working, but the same has not been produced 
to show that the workman was working under the first management. The 
case of the management as stated earlier is that he did not employ the 
workman in question , that he entrusted the work of the loa ting and unloed 
ing to the second management who is the Moopan who does work of loading 
and unloading not only for the first management but for all other 
persons also . In view of that he deni-s the relationship of employer and 
employee as between himself and the workman . 

9. The evidence adduced in this case as stated earlier show that the 
first management is the contractor for unloading and transporting the 
cement and other material required for the Pazhassi Project to Veliyambra . 
He entrusted the work of unloading to the second management who 
appointed the workman in this case. That the workman was working 
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under the second management is admitted . The evidence shows that 
the unloading of the materials was not done by the workman 
alone, but by other persons also who will be paid the charges of 
unloading which will be divided by them equally The same shows that 
there is no daily wages contracted to be paid to the workman . It is also 
admitted that there will not be unloading work for on all days. The 
evidence of MWI is that the second management who is a Soopan does the 
work of loading and unloading not only for the first management but for 
other persons also . WW1 in his evidence would say that he will not be 
going for the work of unloading for other persons. There is no specific 
reason stated for not doing so especially when he is employed by the sccond 
management and who has the work of loading and unloading of other 
persons also . The evidence adduced in this case show that the unloading 
of the materials for Pazhassi Project for which the first management was the 
contractor had been entrusted to the second management who employs 
the necessary workman for that work and pays their wages. There is 
nothing to show that the first management had supervised the work of the 
workman or that he had the descretion to appoint any other workman for 
that purpose or to deny the employment to a particular workman employed 
for that work . It has also come out in evidence that there will not be work 
of unloading the materials for the Pazha :si Project on all days. In the 
decision reported in the case between Hussainbhai, Calicut and Alath 
Factory Thozhilali Union , Calicut and others, reported in 1978 II L.L.J. 
page 397 , the Supreme Court held that : 
“ the true test may , with brevity , be indicated once again . Where a 

worker or group of workers labours to produce goods or services 
and these goods or services are for the business of another , that 
other is, in fact, the employer. He has economic control over the 
workers subsistence , still , and continued employment. If he, for 
any reason , chokes off , the worker is, virtually, laid off . The 
presence of intermediate contractors with whom alone the workers 

immediate or direct relationship ex contract is of no 
consequence when , on lifting the veil or looking at the conspectus 
of factors governing employment, we discern the naked truth , 
though draped in different perfect paper arrangement, that the 
real employer is the Management not the immediate contractor. 
Myriad devices, half-hidden in fold after fold of legal form depend 
ing on the degrce of concealment needed , the type of industry , the 
local conditions and the like may be resorted to when labour 
legislation casts welfare obligations on the real employer, based on 
Arts. 38 , 39 , 42 , 43 and 43A of the Constitution . The court must 
be astute to avoid the mischief and achieve the purpose of the law 

and not be misled by the maya of legal appeararccs. 
The facts on the basis of which their Lordships laid duwn, the above 
rule is stated in para 2 of the judgment which are that : 
“ it is not in dispute that 29 workmen were denied employment which 

led to the reference . It is not in dispute that the work done by 
these workmen was an integral part of the industry concerned , that 


have 
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the raw material was supplied by the management that the factory 
permises belonged to the management; that the equipment used 
also belonged to the management and that the finished product was 
taken by the management for its own trade. The workmen were 
brüadly under the control of the management and defective articles 
were directed to be rectified by the management. This concatena 

tion of circumstances is conclusive of the question , " 
The facts stated earlier relating to this case do not come anywhere 
within the facts on the basis of which the above rule was laid down . 
Therefore, it cannot be said that the first management is the employer of the 
workman in this case. Therefore, he is not liable to reinstate the workman . 
So far as the second management is concerned , as stated by me earlier, he 
remained ex parte. The evidence adduced in this case show that it was the 
second management who employed the workman and gets the work done by 
him . It has also come out in evidence that on demand of increased wages 
made to the second management the workman was denied employment. 
There is nothing before me to show that there was any reason for the denial 
of employment to the workman by the second management. Therefore, I 
hold that the second management is liable to reinstate the workman with 
back -wages and continuity of service. The issue is found accordingly . 

10. In view ofmy above finding , I pass the award holding that there is 
no employer and employee relationship between the workman and the first 
management and as such the first management is not liable to the relief 
claimed and that the second management is liable to reinstate the workman 
with back -wages from the date of denial of employment and with continuity 
of service . 

11. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Asst., transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 15th day of September, 1980 . 

T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Kozhikode . 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the management : 

MWI - 1 . Kader Hajce , Ayisha Manzil, Mattannur. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the workman : 

WW1 - A . Abooback r , Clettamkunnu Road , P. O. Tellicherry . 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 9th December 1980 . 
PART I. 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1248 /80 /LBR , Dated , Trivandrum , 4th September 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the 
dispute between Sri A. Ahamed Ashraf, Managing Partner, 
Premier Engineering Industries, Thana, Cannanore and 

their 
workmen represented by the General Secretary , Cannanore District 
Engineering and Metal Workshop Workers Union , INTUC , Cannanore - 1 
received by Government on 2-9-1980 is hereby published under section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 28th day of July 1980 

Present : 
SHRI T.M.VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A , B. L. 

Presiding Officer 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 87178 

Belween 
Shri A. Ahamed Ashraf, Managing Partner, Premier 
Engineering Industries, Tiana, Cannanore. 

And 
The General Secretary , Cannanore District 
Engineering and Metal Workshop Workers Union , 

INTUC , Cannanore - 1 
Representations: 
Shri P. Mustafa , 

For the lanagement 
Advocate , Cannanore . 
Shri V. V. Vijayan , 

For the Union 
Advocate , Cannanore . 
GA.736 /J . 
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AWARD 


1 . This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Shri M. V.Gangadharan with effect from 25-7-1977 can be 
justified , if not, to what relief he is entitled to was referred to this court 
for adjudication as per G.O.Rt.No.1479 /78/ L & H dated 20-9-1978 . 
The case was taken on file and notices issued to both parties. They 
entered appearance and filed statements. The contention of the parties is 
extracted hereunder . 

2 . In the statement of the union it is contended that the worker was 
denied employment by the management from 25-7-1977 alleging negligence 
on his part. The allegations made against the worker are all stories 
invented for the purpose of getting rid of the worker . The worker gave 
his reply to the notice dated 25-7-1977 by the management denying the 
charges. Again on 4-8-1977 the employer issued another notice adding 
some more charges ainst the worker . His explanation was submitted 
denying the charges. The employer appointed Shri K. M. Muhammed 
Kunhi, Advocate, Cannanore as enquiry officer. The findings of the 
enquiry officer are all perverse and against the weight of evidence and 
probabilities of the case . The enquiry officer should have found that the 
management was victimising the worker, in question for persuading the 
co -workers to join the union and also for covering up the falsehood 
committed by the management. The allegation that the worker, in 
question , was alone entrusted with the work of constructing and fitting 
one veranda grill and staircase railing channel is totally false as it is 
impossible to do the entire work by one individual alone. The enquiry 
officer ought to have found that there was only one allegation in the 
first show - cause notice issued to the worker and there was no evidence to 
substantiate the same. The denial of employment was not justified . The 
termination is a clear case of victimisation and unfair labour practice 
adopted by the management. Hence he prays for reinstatement with 
back wages. 

3. The management filed a written statement contending that the 
workman in question was einployed under the management. The 
management undertakes the manufacture of grills, railings etc., and its 
fittings. Whenever customers order for grills , railings etc., the management 
deputes the worker to take measurement . It was thereafter that the 
ordered articles are manufactured . The worker used to visit the place to 
take measurements and do the work of fitting . On 15-6-1977 one 
K. V. Hamza placed an order for veranda grill design No. 3, staircase 
railings channel and staircase grills . The worker was deputed to take the 
measurements . After taking measurements, the grills and railings were 
manufactured . When the articles were ready they were taken into the 
party s house at Mundayad . As the measurements taken were defective , 
the stair case railings could not be fitted . The worker took the railings to 
the nearby workshop and cut the frames of railings. Thercafter the worker 
without the consent of thc owner started demolishing the sides of the 
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concrete staircasc for the purpose of fitting the railing . The customer 
made a written complaint for the negligent work and of the consequent 
loss caused to him . On receipt of the complaint the management directed 
the worker to dismantle the railings, but h did not do so . The worker did 
not report for duty with effect fro . 25-7-1977. Th : worker committed 
gross negligence in the execution of work cntrusted to him and thereby 
caused disrepute to the management. Ho did 

comply with the 
directions of the management to dismantle the railings thereby committing 
insubordination and disobedience of lawful order of the management. He 
voluntarily abstained from attending the duty . The case that he was 
denied employment is incorrect. The management issued a show -cause 
notice on 28-7-1977 to which the worker sent a reply . Ashis reply was 
unsatisfactory 4 charges were levelled against him . On 13-8-1977 the 
worker sent a reply denying the charges. Thereafter Shri Mohammed 
Kunhi, Advocate was appointed as the enquiry officer. He conducted the 
enquiry after giving the notice to both parties. The worker was given fair 
opportunity by the enquiry officer. The enquiry officer found the worker 
guilty of the charges levelled against him . There is no merit in the 
contention that the findings of the enquiry officer is 

perverse and 
probabilities of the case . The enquiry has been fair and the findings are 
reasonable based on the legal evidence . There is no question of 
victimisation . The order of dismissal is perfectly legal and as such 
the worker is not entitled to reinstatement. 

4 . In the rejoinder the union reiterated its contentions raised in the 
claim statement and as such it is not repeated . 

5. The issue referred for adjudication is whether the dismissal of 
Shri M. V. Gangadharan with effect from 25-7-1977 can be justified if not 
what relief he is entitled to . 
6 . Issue:-That the workman 

employee under the 
management is admitted . 

Exhibit A6 marked at the domestic enquiry and 
contained in exhibit MI file is the memo of charges issued to the workman 
on the basis of which a domestic enquiry was conducted . The report of the 
domestic enquiry officer shows that he found the workman guilty of the 
charges levelled against him . The management accepted the findings of the 
domestic enquiry officer and dismissed the workman from service. 

7. As per the order dated 5-3-1930 it has been found that the 
domestic enquiry conducted into the charges levelled against the workman 
was proper , legal and in conformity with the principles of natural justice . 
A contention raised on behalf of the workman that the management was 
actuated with the motive of vicitimisation has been found against as per 
the preliminary order. It was contended before me that three other 
workers who were also working with the workman in this have not been 
given any memo of charges or any punishment in order to show that the 
workman in this alone had been singled out for the purpose of meeting out 
punishment which according to the learned counsel for the workman 
amounts to victimisation . The evidence adduced at the enquiry shows 


was an 
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that the workman in this was entrusted with the duty of taktng measure 
ments for Verandah grills, stair case railing channel and stair case grills 
as per the order placed by K. V. Hamza before the management which 
undertakes themanufacture of grills , railings etc. and smithy works. 
evidence also shows that when the grills and railings were made ready it 
was taken to the party s house by the workman and since the measurements 
were incorrect, the stair case railings could not be fitted there , that the 
workman took it to a nearby workshop and cut the frames of the railings, 
that even by doing so the railings could not be fitted and as such the 
workman demolished the sides of the concrete stair- case in order to make 
it fit for the railings. Therefore , the other persons who are only assisting 
the workman cannot be charged with any misconduct or dereliction of duty. 
Hence the fact that no action was taken against the other workmen , but only 
against the workman in this cannot be held as amounting to victimisation . 
The enquiry officer has come to the conclusion on the basis of the evidence 
adduced before him that on the first charge the workman is guilty of disobe 
dience, negligence, impertinence and thereby caused damages to the firm . 
The evidnce adduced before the enquiry officer also shows that the party 
who placed the order did not pay the amount, but on the other hand , had 
claimed damages for the demolition of the concrete work which was done by 
the workman in this unauthorisedly . The enquiry officer has also found 
that the workman absented unauthorisedly from duty and thathe was not 
denied employment on 25-7-1977. The evidence adduced before the enquiry 
officer supports the conclusion arrived at by him . As such the findings 
cannot be regarded as in any way perverse . 

8. The next contention is that the punishment inflicted is dispropor 
tionate and excessive. The evidence adduced before the domestic enquiry 
officer and the findings of the domestic enquiry officer show that the 
workman not only failed to discharge his duties, but also caused damage to 
a customer unauthorisedly . The management as stated earlier is engaged 
in the manufacture of grills, railings etc. and its fittings. On the basis of the 
order placed by one Hamza the workman in this was required to take the 
necessary measurements and after completion of the work , the workman took 
the railings for being fitted . The same could not be fitted as the measure 
ments were defective. The workman demolished the concrete stair case for 
the 

purpose of fitting the railingson the basis of which the customer made a 
written complaint to the management. He did not obey the direction of the 
management but dismantled the railings. The action of the workman caused 
damage not only to the management but also to a customer. Nomanage 
ment can employ a person who causes damage to its customers. 

No 
management can continue its business with such a person on the rolls. The 
extent of the damage caused to the customer of the management can be seen 
from the report made by the domestic enquiry officer after local inspection . 
Therefore , the action of the management in dismissing the workman from 
service cannot be held to be excessive or disproportionate requiring interfera 
ence under Scction 11 A of the Industrial Disputes Act. Therefore, I held 
that the dismissal of the workman is proper under the circumstances and , 
therefore, he is not entitled to any reliefs. The issue is found accordingly . 
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9 . I pass the award holding that the disinissal of the workman is 
proper, valid and that he is not entitled to any relief. 

10. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazete . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 28th day of July , 1980 . 


T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN, 

Presidig Officer 


Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the management : 

Nil. 
Documents marked on the side of the management : 

Ex. MI - Enquiry file in full. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 
WW1 - M . V. Gangadharan , Kunhangad , P. O.Manikkoth , Cannanore 

District . 
Documents marked on the side of the Union : 

Nil. 


GA. 736 /J . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1306 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 16th September 1930 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispu e 
between the Management of Badagara Transport Employees Co-operative 
Society Limited , No. D. 1995 , Badagara , Kozhikode District and their 
workmen represented by the Secretary, Kerala Motor Workers Union 
R.C. Road, Calicut- 1 received by Government on 12-9-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central 
Act XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court , Kozhikode, Kerala State 

Dated this the 20th day of August, 1980 


Present 
SERI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A., B. L. 


Presiding Officer 


In 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 103/78 


Between 
The Management of Badasara Transport Employees Co-operative 
Society Limited, No. D. 1995 , Badagara , Kozhikode District, 

And 
The Secretary , Kerala Motor Workers Union , R.C. Road , Calicut-1 . 
Representations: 
Shri M. Asokan , 

For the Union . 
Advocate , Calicut, 
G.A. 752/B . 
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AWARD 


1 . This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Snri V.K. Kumaran , Driver and denial of employment to 
Sh; i K. Gopalan Nambiar by the management was referred to this Court 
frr adjudication as per G. O. Rt. No. 1868 /78 /L & H dated 2-12-1978 . 
The case was taken on file and notices issued to both parties. The entered 
appearance and filed statements . 

2. In the claim statement filed by the union , it is stated that Shri 
V.K. Kumaran was employed as a driver under the management from 
February, 1975. The society was having 2 buses and had 4 drivers. But 
only one bus was regularly plying in the route. Therefore , it was impossible 
for the society to provide regular employment to all the 4 drivers. Some of 
the Directors were interested in two of the drivers and they wanted somehow 
to oust the workmen and another driver E.K Kunhikrishna kurup from 
the society in order to provide regular employment to the other two drivers. 
On 20-2-1976 a show -cause notice was issued to the workman allegating that 
on 20-2-1976 while the workman was employed in Bus No. KLZ 2205 it was 
searched by the Mobile Court and was charged for not wearing the uniform 
and for the absence of stepny tyre and a fine of Rs. 25 was imposed on the 
workman . He submitted his explanation claiming that he is innocent. 
When he took the bus there was no stepny tyre in the bus and on enquiry he 
was told that the tyre was given for resoling and was not received back . 
As such he was forced to take the bus with jut the stepry tyre . It is the 
duty of the employer to provide uniform to the worker. It is a statutory 
liabil.ty : It has not been complied by the society . If the society had 
provided uniforms there would not have been any cccassion for the Mobile 
Court to convict the worker. The workers under the management had 
several times requested for the supply of uniforms and in spite of this the 
same was not done. On 23-2-1976 the workman received notice from the 
sccretary requiring him to appear for a personal hearing on 25-2-1976 . 
The personal hearing was conducted by the president. As the personal 
hearing , no witnesses were present and the worker was vehemently cross 
examined by the president. The president wanted a confessional statement 
ada itting the allegations from the workman . The workman refused to give 
the same 

Later the workman received a copy of the proceedings dated 
25-2-1976 as per which he was found guilty and was kept under suspension 
indefinitely. * Again a notice was received on 26-2-1976 containing alle 
gations about the refusal to give a confessional statement and further that 
the worker left the office without completing the enquiry . It was after the 
completion of the enquiry that the president demanded a confessional 
statement and the worker was threatened to give the same. The w rker was 
forced to leave the place on account of the same. On 27-4-1977 a charge 
sheet was issued by the president. The first charge was regarding the 
absence of stepny tyre and the non -wearing of the uniform . An enquiry had 
already been conducted by the president and the workman was found guilty 
by the president on that charge. The second charge was that at the timeof 
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the enquiry on 25-2-1976 the workman staged a walk -out so as to insult the 
president. The president was the aggrieved person regarding this inci lent. 
The sub -committee of the scciety consisted of 3drectors including the 
president who is the chairman . The president was resorting to a vindict.ve 
attitude towards the workman an i his action amounted to unfair labour 
practice. The first charge had already been adjudicated by the president 
and the workman has been found to be guilty and on the second charge the 
president him elf was the aggrieved person . Hence the inquiry alleged to 
have been conducted by the sub- committee of which the president was the 
chairman cın by no means be held to be proper and valid . No witnesses 
were examined on the side of the management and there was absolutely no 
evidence to come to the conclusion that the worker was guilty of 
the offence charged against hiin . The workman was dismissed from 
service of themanagement as per the proceedings of the sub -committee . 
The dismissal is not justifiable and is bad in law and amounts to victimisation 
and unfair labo ir practice . Hence he prays for reinstatement with back 
wages and continuity of service. Shri K.Gopalan Nimbiar joined the 
man igement as conductor in 1972 and was subsequently promoted as 
checking inspector . From 24-3-1977 the worker was denied employment. 
No notice either of termination or of retrenchment, was served on the worker . 
The worker demanded the reason which was not complied with . if it is a 
case of retrenchment, the management ought to have complied with the 
provisions of law . No disciplinary action was taken against him . The 
denial of employment is arbitrary and illegal. Hence the union prays for 
reinstatement of Shri K.Gopalan Nambiar with back -wages and continuity 
of service . 

3. The management filed a written statement contending that the 
Badagara Transport Employces Co-operative Society , is not an industrial 
undertaking It is a society formed by the unemployei transport workers 
for the purpose of providing employment to themselves. There is no emplo 
yer and employee relationship as between the society and the workman . 
Shri V. K. Kumaran was working as a driver . On 20-2-1976 he was given 
a show -cause notice for not wearing the uniforma while on duty and thereby 
making himself liable for c nviction and sentence by the Mobile Court, 
-Kozhikode andalso for not keeping stepiny iyre in the bus. The wor man 
submitted his explanation on 22-2-1976 which was not found satisfactory . 
Therefore, he was suspended and was required to be present for a personal 
hearing and in the course of the hearing , the workman staged a walkotso as 
to insult the president. He was given a charge-sheet on 27-4-1977 and 
informing that a domestic enquiry was proposed to be conducted by the 
disciplinary action sub-committee . Notice of the enquiry was serv.d on the 
workman . The workman did not appear for the enquiry and he was there 
fore, sct ex parte and the enquiry was conducted in his absence. The sub 
cmmittee found the workman guilty of the charges levelled against him . 
The society accepted the report of the sub -committee and the workman was 
dismissed from servicc . Even before his disinissal the workman had left 
India and gone abroad for employment there. There is no merit in the 
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above dispute raised by the union . The workman Shri Gopalan Nambiar is 
still in the service of the management and the allegations to the contrary are 
incorrect . 

4. The union filed a rejoinder contending that the society is bound by 
all the lab ur laws and the workmen are eatitled to the statutory benefits 
under the act. The union maintains that the domestic enquiry conducted 
into the charges levelled against the workmin Shri V. K. Kumaran is not 
proper and valid . The union admits that Shri Gopalan Nambiar was later 
given employment as a conductor by the management. The employment as 
conductor was given much later . The claim of the union is for reinstate 
ment to the post of the checking inspector . Hence the union prays for 
reinstatement of both the workers . 

5. When the case cameup for hearing on 14-8-1980 , the counsel for 
the management reporied no instructions. The management was called , 
found absent and as such deck red exparte . ww1the Secretary of the 
Kerala Motor Workers Union was examined on behalf of the union aswWi. 

On the above pleadings, the issues that arise for consideration are: 
( 1) whether the dismissal of the workman V.K. Kumaran was proper 

and justified , and 
( 2 ) whether the denial of employment to the workman Shri 

K.Gopalan Nambiar is proper and justified . 
7. Issue No. ( 1) : - That Shri V.K. Kumaran was employed under 
the management as a driver was not dispuied . It is admitted that he was 
dismissed froin the service of the management. The date of the dismissal 
is not given either in the claim statement of the union or in the written 
statement of the management. The mauagement contends that the 
dismissal was after a domestic enquiry and a finding that the workman is 
guilty of the charges levelled ag inst him , whereas the contention of the 
workman is that the dimestic enquiry conducted into the charges levelled 
against him was not proper, valid and in accordance with the principles 
of natural justice . The facts admittd in the pleadings show that the 
workman was convicted by the Mobile Court, Kozhikode, for not wearing 
the uniform and for driving the bus without stepiny tyre. A show.cause 
notice was issued to him on 20-2-1976 regarding the same. 

He filed an 
explanation claiming to be innocent to the charge According to him , 
themanagement whose duty it was to provide uniform had not supplied 
the uniform and as such it was that he happened to be not wearing the 
uniform . His case is that when he took the bus, there was no step ny tyre 
in the bus and on enquiry he was told that the tyre was given for resoling 
and was not received back . He was asked to be present for a personal 
hearing before the president on 25-2-1976 . During the personal hearing 
it is alleged that on witness was examined on the side of the management. 
On the other hand , it is alleged that the president insisted on the workman 
giving a confessional statement which was refused by him . Thereafter the 
workin .n is alleged to have been kept under suspension as per proceedings 
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date : 25-2-1976 . A charge-sheet is stated to have been served on the 
worker on 27-4-1977. The first charge in the same related to the absence 
of the stepiny type and non wearing of the uniform about which an enquiry 
had already been stated as conducted by the president and the workman 
found guilty . The second charge was that the workman staged a walk -out 
on 25-2-1976 at the time of the enquiry so as to insult the president. On 
the above two charges a domestic enquiry is stated to have been conducted 
by the sub -committee of which the president was the chairman . It would 
appear that the workman did not app ar before the sub -committee and as 
such the proceedings were conducted exparte and in which he was 
found guilty of the charges . The case of the workman is that so far as 
the first charge the president had already found him guilty as per the 
enquiry held on 25-2-1976 . So far as the second charge is concerned the 
president himself is the aggrieved person and since he also part cipated in 
the enquiry conducted on the basis of the charge-sheet dated 27-4-1977 
the same is not proper and valid . It is also alleged that no witnesses were 
examined on the side of the management at the alleged domestic enquiry 
before finding the workman guilty of the charges. The allegation in the 
claim statement that the president had conducted a personal hearing on 
25-2-1976 and had found the workman guilty of the charges level ed 
against him was not denied in the written statement. So also the 
contention of the workman that the president who was the president of the 
sub -committee which conducted the domestic enquiry was the aggrieved 
person regarding the second charge levelled against the workman and as 
such he occupied the position of the complainant and the judge was also not 
contradicted in the written statement. The above circumstances will 
clearly indicate that the domestic enquiry conduct d into the charges 
levelled against the workman was not proper and valid . The management 
did not adduce any evidence to support the charge levelled against the 
workman and as such the dismissal order passed against him cinnot be held 
to be proper , valid and justifiable . Therelore, lie is entiled to reinstate 
ment with back -wages. But it is admitted in the evid.nce of WWI that the 
workman is employed in Dubai at present. WW1 would say that the 
employment was from 1-4-1976 , but that the same is not correct can be seen 
from the affidavit fil . d in M . ? . 48/80 in which it is stated that the employ 
ment was from 1-3-1976 . Since the workman is employed from 1-3-1970 he 
cannot be held to be entitled to reinstatement it only to back -wag s from 
the date of dismissal till 1-3-1976 . The above issue is found accordingly . 

8. Issue No. (2 ) : - That Shri K. Gopalan Nambiar joined in scrvice 
of the management in 1972 as a conductor and that he was subsequently 
promoted as a checking inspector was not disputed . The case of the union 
is that h was denied employment without any reason whatsoever with effect 
from 24-8-1977 . The case of the management in the written statement is 
that the above workmin is stil in the service. The rejoinder of the union 
shows that the workman wis employed as a conductor subscquently under 
the management. The case of the union is that the workman is entitled to 
be reinstated in the post of the checking inspector which post was denied 

GA. 752 /B . 
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to him with effect from 24-8-1977 . The date on which he was reinstated 
in service is not stated in the pleadings of the parties. The union would 
say that he was reinstated long after 24-8-1977 . It is admitted that Shri 
Gopalan Nambiar joined the service of the manrgement as conductor and 
subsequently promoted as checking inspector. The management has not 
stated any reason for denyirg him the post of the Checking Inspector . The 
fact that he joined as a conductor later cannot also affect his claim . I, 
therefore, hold that he is entitled to be reinstated as a Checking Inspector 
with back wages and continuity of service . Issue No. ( 2) is found 
accordingly . 

9. In view of my above findings, i pass the award holding that the 
dismissal of Shri V.K. Kumaran , driver and denial of employment to 
Shri K. Gopalan Nambiar, Checking Inspector are not proper and valid 
and that Shri V.K.Kumaran is entitled to back -wages from the date of 
dismissal till 1-3-1976 and that Shri K. Gopalan Nambiar is entitled to 
reinstatement as Checking Inspector and back -wages from 24-8-1977 Jess the 
amount already received by him as conductor and coninuity of service as 
Checking Inspector . 

10. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Asst. , transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 20th day of August, 1980 . 

T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Kozhikode. 

Labour Court. 


Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 

WW1 - N.S . Dathathrayan , R.C. Road, Kozhikode- 1. 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 9th December 1980 . 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.(Rt.) No. 1365/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 27th September 1980. 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey in respect of the 
dispute between the President, Quilon District Wholesale Co - operative 
Consumers Stores Limited , No. Q. 291 , Quilon and their workman 
represented by the Secretary, the Quilon District Co -operative Consumers 
Society Staff Association, Thamarakulam , Quilon received by Government 
on 25-9-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 ( Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary 
In the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Alleppey 
Dated this the 17th day o . September, 1980 

Present : 
SRI K. P. DEVADAS B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 10 of 1979 

Betueen 
The President, Quilon District Wholesale Co-operative 
Consumers Stores Ltd., No. Q. 291, Quilon 

And 
The workman of the above Stores represented by the Secretary , 
the Quilon District Co -operative Consumers Society Staff 

Association , Thamarakulam , Quilon . 
Representations: 
Sri. N. Ramachandran Nair , 

For Management 
Advocate, Quilon 
Shri. K. Ananthasivam , 

For Association 
Advocate, Quilon . 
G ... 758 /V . 
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AWARD 
1. This Industrial Dispute between the above parties was reierred 
to this Tribunal for a ljudication by Government as per G.O. (Rt.) 
No. 277 /72 /Labour dated 16-3-1972. The only issuc referred was " Charge 
Allowance to Sri . K. Gopiuathan , Head Clerk for the period from 
6-10-1969 onwards” . 
2. The reference was answered by the 

Industrial Tribunal, 
Alleppey by award dated 30-5-1974 and the Tribunal directed the 
President, Quilon District Co-operative Consumer Stores, Ltd. No. 
Q. 291 to pay the workınan Shri. K. Gopinathan Rs. 100 per mnenjem 
as charge allowance from 6-11-1969 to 16-5-1973. 

3. Then the President of the Stores took the matter to the 
Hon ble High Court of Kerala by O. P. No. 3363 of 197+ challenging 
the award contenting thit the order declaring the President of the 
Society ex parte and not going to the question of jurisdiction were against 
law . The High Court in O. P. No. 3968/74 did not 

accept the 
contention of the President that he was not given sufficient oppor 
tunities to present their case and also found that th : Tribun I went wrong 
in not considering the contention of the President of the Quilon Wholesale 
Co-operative Stores wit ı regard to the question of jurisdiction and remitted 
the matter to the Alleppey Tribunal to go into the question of jurisdiction . 

4. Again the Tribunal took the caso on file as I. D. No. 20/76 
and considered the question of jurisdiction and found in the award dated 
31-1-1977 that the Tribunal has got jurisdiction to decide the issue . In 
the award the funding was “ Therefore, I hold that this Tribunal has 
jurisdiction to adjudicate this issue viz . , charge allowance 

to Sri . 
K.Gopinathan, Head Clerk for the period from 6-10-1969 onwards” . 

5. The Management of the Co-operative Stores again took the 
matter to the Hon ble iligh Court of Kerala by O. P. No. 2184/77 with a 
prayer to quash the award for the reason that the Tribunal in finding that 
“ the Tribunal has got jurisdiction ” had went wrong and the quantum 
of charge allowance for which the workman is entitled to was not decided . 
On these contentions the Hon ble Justice K. Bhaskaran observed " On the 
facts and circumstances of the case I am of the view that Sri. Ramachandran 
(counsel for the workman ) is justified in advancing the argument that the 
Tribunal has the jurisdiction to deal with the matter and that it is not 
outside by any of the reason stated by Sri . Sudhakara Prasad (counsel for 
the Management)” . 

6. Regarding the quantum of charge allowance His Lordship 
observed " The Tribunal has to be directed to fix the period for 
which the 3rd respondent (the workman ) is entitled to charge allowance 
after hearing both sides. In order to enable the first respondent Tribunal to 
go into the question , Ex. P3 (award in I. D. 20/76 ) is quashed for the 
limited purpose of fixing the period for which charge allowance of 
Rs. 

mensem woulbe admissible to the 3rd respondent 
(workman ) " . 


100 per 
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7 . Thus the award in I. D. 20/76 was quashed and the matter was 
remanded again to the Industrial Tribunal Alleppey to fix the period for 
which the workman is entitled to the charge allowance . The case was 
numbered as I. D. 10/79 and posted for hearing on the remand order on 
9-9-1980 . On that day the Management and the counsel appearing for the 
Management were absent and so the Management was 

declared ex parte . 
The counsel for the workman was heard on the points to be decided in the 
matter. 

8. Now , the only issue to be decided is the quantum of charge 
allowance i. e . , from which date to which date the workman is entitled to 
the charge allowance from the Management. As it stands now , there is no 
dispute that he is entitled for charge allowance at the rate of Rs. 100 per 
.mensem . For what period ? That is the question to be decided by me 
now . 

9. In this context I will have to consider the period for which he 
was ordered by the Management to work as Manager -in - charge . From the 
evidence or the workman and from the statement of the Management it can 
be seen that he was put in charge of the Manager post from 6-11-1969 to 
30-6-1970 . 

On 3-4-1974 the workman has deposed and admitted before the 
Tribunal as follows : - . 
" roa ) 6-11-1979 0209703 16-5-1973 0900333 Senegromle19omº OICM 
28-900-2198nº B w lozmmº. dlm1sw103 26-5-1971-08 om 1-7-1970 
മുതലുളള ഇഫക്റോടുകൂടി മാനേജർ ആയിതന്നെ സൊസൈററി നിയമിക്കുക 
യുണ്ടായി. എന്നാൽ എനിക്കപ്പോഴും ഹെഡ്കാർക്കിന്റെ സ്കെയിൽ മാത 
som manş,830 ° . " 

11. This shows that he was working as Manager -in - charge from 
6-11-1969 to 30-6-1970 only . After 30-6-1970 he was working as Manager 
and not as Manager -in - charge . As it could be seen , the workman had 
acted on the order of posting as Manager from 1-7-1970 with no protest and 
cven if he had any grievances regarding the salary and other service 
conditions of the posting as Manager from 1-7-1970 he could have very 
well agitated before the appropriate forum . Anyhow , it clear that the 
workman is in no way entitled for any allowance for working as Manager 
in -charge after 30-6-1970 as he was no longer a Manager-in -charge from 
1-7-1970 . 

12. So , I hold that Sri. K. Gopinathan is entitled for charge allowance 
of Rs. 100 per mensem for the period from 6-11-1969 to 30-6-1970 from the 
Management of Quilon District Wholesale Co-operative Consumers Stores 
Ltd. No. Q. 291, Quilon . 

I pass this award accordingly . No costs . 
Alleppey, 

K. P. DEVADAS, 
17-9-1980 . 

Industrial Tribunal. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G. 0. (Rt.) No. 1083/80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 23rd July 1980 . 
The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager, Cannanore Spinning and Weaving Mills, Kakkad 
Cannanore-5 and their workmen represented by the Secretary , Cannanore 
District Textile Mills Jobbers Association , Cannanore-6 received by Govern 
ment on 21-7-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor , 


P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


BEFORE THE COURT OF THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , CALICUT 

(Monday, 30th day of June, Nineteen hundred and eighty ) 


Present: 


SHRI R. K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B. L., 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 30/78 


Between 


THE MANAGER, 


Cannanore Spinning and Weaving Mills, Kakkad , Cannanore - 5 


And 


THE SECRETARY, 
Cannanore District Textile Mills Jobbers Association , Caunanore-6 . 
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as 


An Industrial dispute existing between the above parties was referred lo 
this Tribunal for adjudication by Government of Kerala 

per Order 
No. 1445 /78 /L & H dated 7-9-1978 . The issue referred is the following : - 

Demotion of S / Sree C. Padmanabhan and V. Raghavan as Assistant 
Doffing Jobbers from 1-12-1977 . 


The management runs a spinning mill in Cannanore 

District employing 
about 700 workmen . This association is a representative organisation of the 
jobbers of all the spinning mills in Cannanore District and these two workers 
are active members of this association . They were working as doffing 
jobbers. They were known as Banters in C line. Sri Padmanabhan works 
in one and Raghavan works in another shift . The management published a 
seniority list of all the workers on 20 /21-11-73. No objection 

was 

raise 
regarding banter category. This list was accepted by agreement dated 1-7-1974 . 
On 1-12-1977 the management issued a notice saying that they have decided 
to cancel the post of Assistant Doffing Jobbers and they further stated that 
as per the accepted seniority list they will be given the post of spinners and 
they were asked to work in the post of spinners from 1-12-1977. It amounts 
to demotion and it is an arbitrary act. They were not holding the post of 
assistant doffing jobbers and there was no such category. The conciliation 
settlement also does not recognise such a category . They were actually 
doffing jobbers. They challenged the validity or legality of the order before 
the Munsiff Court, Cannanore by filing 0. S. 469/77. The suit was dismissel 
saying that the remedy was to seek relief under the Industrial Disputes Act. 
So this union took up the cause before the conciliation officer and since 
there was no settlement this is referred. The management is not entitled by 
the agreement to demote them . So they want them to be restored to the post 
of doffing jobbers with back wages. 


The management says that these two were holding the post of Assistant 
Doffing Jobbers. There is no demotion . The management has not 

resorted 
to any arbitrary or illegal action . The workers raised these contentions in 
the Munsiff court and they did not succeed . Since they were not working 
as doffing jobbers there is no question of restoring them to thcir previous 
post. They are not entitled to any relief. 


One of the workers interested in this issue has tendered evidence as WW1. 
He speaks in support of the settlement filed by the union . There is no oral 
or documentary evidence adduced by the management. 


The seniority list published is marked as Ext. W1. The management has 
stated in the reply statement that they were not holding the post of doffing 
jobbers and so there is no question of restoration to their old post. So the 
first question is what was the post held by them before the disputed order 
was passed by the management. Ext. Wi is the seniority list and C. Padma 
vabhan is shown in page 14 as Banter. There are two more Banters. They 
are 108 and 109. Though the management has cross -examined ww1 they have 
not disputed the correctness of this entry describing Sri Padmanabhan ay 
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Banter. Ext. W2 is the statement showing the allocation of different cate 
gories of workers and also their emoluments. There is no mention at all 
about the Assistant Doffing Jobbers. There is no category as such in this 
statement. There are doffing jobbers in ring frame section, there are to be two 
doffing jobbers. The claim of the union is that doffing jobbers and banters 
are the same. This is not disputed by the management anywhere . So it 
follows from this that there are no category of Assistant doffing jobbers in 
thuis establishment. There are only doffing jobbers. Form 18 notre show s 
that he is a Banter. It is essential that the parties should Duke available 
all the documents available regarding disputed points. The Association has 
taken the trouble of adducing oral and documentary evidence . From these 
documents it is clear that these two were working as doffing jobbers. Even the 
reply statement filed by the management is not clear about the points elabo 
rately raised by the union . In the absence of sufficient evidence adduced by 
the management I find that they were holding the post of doffing jobbers . 


The next question to be considered is, if they were holding the post of 
doffing jobbers is the management entitled to give them the post of spinners 
which according to the Association amounts to demotion . Sri Padmanabhan 
vehemently says that by this demotion he has a loss of about Rs. 90 . The 
reduction in the basic salary is Rs 45. The management raised a suggestion 
by way of a question to WW1 saying that he was holding the post of 
assistant doffing jobber and when that post was abolished by a settlement 
he was posted in the post of a spinner. 


This naturally presupposes the existence of a settlement which provided for 
the abolition of the post of doffing jobbers. It is the duty of the management 
to produce it and prove it. They have not done that. This suggestion loses 
relevancy because the documents available has proved that he was holding 
the post of doffing jobber. The management has no case 

that that post is 
also abolished by the conciliation settlement. In view of this I find that 
thiese two workers are entitled to the pay of doffing jobbers from the date 
from which they were posted as spinners. 


I pass this award as stated above. 


R.K. VENU NAYAR , 
Industrial Tribunal, Calicut. 


APPENDIX 


Vitness c.ramined on the side of the Union : 


WW1 


C. Padmanabhan 


Exhibits marked on the side of the Union 
W1 Copy of the seniorfly list published by the 

Manaegment 
S. Nos. 110 and 205 relate to concerned workers. 
W2 True copy of the answers given by the management to questionnaire 

No. 3 cf the Court of Inquiry. 
W3 True copy of Annexure Il to the Workload & Wages of the 

Cannanore Spinning & Weaving Mills. 
W + Certified copy of the judgment in OS 469/77 and 477/77 of the 

Cannanore Munsiff s Court. 
W5 Form No. 18 notice of the Association . 


Witness examined on the side of the Management: 


Ni! 


Exts. marked on the side of the Management: 


Ni! 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


SALON 


G. O. ( Rt.) No. 1434 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 9th October 1980 . 

The award of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut in respect of the dispute 
between the Ceneral Manager, H.M.T. Limited , Kalamassery and their 
workmen represented by : 

1. The Secretary , HMT Employees Federation , Kalamassery 
2. The Sccretary , HMT Employees Union , Kalamassery, Alwaye 
3. The Secretary , HMT Workers Congress, Kalamassery 
4. The Secretary , HMT Employees Association , Kalamassery 
5. The Secretary , HMT Craftsmen Welfare Association , Kalamassery 
6. The Secretary , HMT Workers Union , Kalamassery 
7. The Secretary , HMT Staff & Workers Union 
8 . The Secretary , HMT Staff Guild , Kalamassery 
9 . The Secretary, HMT Employees Organisation and 

10. The Secretary, Essential Employees Union , Kalamasscry received 
by Goverr.ment on 4-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ) . 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 

Deputy Secretary 
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Before the Court of the Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 


( Friday , the 19th day of September, nineteen hundred and eighty.) 

Present : 
SHRIR . K. VENU NAYAR , B. A., B L. 

Industrial Tribunal, Calicut 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 24/80 


Between 
The General Manager , H.M. T. Limited , Kalamassery 

And 
1. The Secretary , HMT Employees Federation , Kalamassery 
2. The Secretary, HMT Employees Union , Kalamassery , Alwaye 
3. The Secretary, HMT Workers Congress, Kalamassery 
4 . The Secretary , HMT Employees Association , Kalamassery 
5 . The Secretary, HMT Craftsmen Welfare Association , Kalamassery 
6. The Secretary , HMT Workers Union , Kalamassery 
7 . The Secretary , HMT Staff & Workers Union 
8. The Secretary , HMT StaffGuild , Kalamassery 
9. The Secretary, HMT Employees Organisation 
10 . The Secretary, Essential Employees Union , Kalamassery 

AWARD 
This is an industrial dispute referred to this Tribunal for adjudication 
by Government of Kerala by Order No. 6.0 . Rt. 1169/80/LBR dated 
6-8-1980 . The issue referred is the following : 

Bonus for the accounting year 1978-79 . 

Notice was issued to the parties to the dispute and they appeared and 
the management counsel filed a settlement signed before the Regional Joint 
Labour Commissioner , Ernakulam on 18-8-1980 . In view of this settlement 
I find that there is no industrial dispute now existing between the above 
parties regarding the issue referred . 
Ordered accordingly. 

R. K. VENU NAYAR , 
Indixtrial Tribunal, Calicut. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Law ( Legislation - Publication ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 9334 /Leg . Pbn . 2 /80-11- /Law . Daled , Trivandrum , 7th Juli 1930 . 

The following Act of Parliament, published in a Gazette of India 
Extraordinary , Part II --Section 1, dated the 12th February , 1980 is hereby 
republished for general information . The Bill as passed by the Houses of 
Parliament received the assent of the President on the 12th February, 
1980 . 


By order of the Governor, 
K. VISWANATHAN NAIR , 

Special Secretary (Law ). 


THE REPRESENTATION OF THE PEOPLE (AMENDMENT) 

ACT , 1980 
(Act No. 

of 1980 ) 
An 

Act 
further to amend the Representation of the People Act, 1950 , and the Representa 

tion of the People Act, 1951. to provide for the roadjustment of assembly 

constituencies in the State of Sikkim . 

Be it enacted by Parliament in the Thirty- first Year of the Republic 
of India as follows: 

1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the 
Representation of the People ( Amendment) Act, 1980. 

( 2) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the 1st day of 
September, 1979 . 

2. Amendment of section 7 of Act 43 of 1950. - In section 7 of the 
Representation of the People Act , 1950 , 

(a ) in subsection (1) , for the words " The total number of scats" , 
the words, brackets , figure and letter " Subject to the provisions of sub 

section (1A ) , the total number of seats ” shall be substituted ; 
G. 969 
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(b) after subsection (1), the following subsection shall be inserted , 
namely : 

(1A ) Notwithstanding anything contained in subsection (1), the total 
number of seats in the Legislative Assembly of the State of Sikkim , to be 
constituted at any time after the commencement of the Representation of 
the People (Amendment) Act, 1980, to be filled by persons chosen by 
direct election from assembly constituencies shall be thirty -two, of 
which 

(a) twelve seats shall be reserved for Sikkimese of Bhutia-Lepcha 
origin ; 

(6 ) two seats shall be reserved for the Scheduled Castes of that 
State; and 

(c) one seat shall be reserved for the Sanghas referred to in 
section 25A . 

Explanation . - In this subsection " Bhutia ” includes Chumbipa , 
Dopthapa , Dukpa , Kagatey , Sherpa, Tibetan , Tromopa and Yolmo. ; 

(c) in subsection (2 ), for the words, brackets and figure in subsection 
( 1) " , the words, brackets, figures and letter “ in subsection (1) or sub 
section (1A ) " shall be substituted ; 
• (d) in subsection (3), — 

(i) for the words, brackets, figures and letter " Subject to the 
provisions of subsection (3 ) of section 7A , the extent of each assembly 
constituency in all the States and Union territories except the assembly 
constituencies" , the words " The extent of each assembly constituency in 
all the States and Union territories except the assembly constituencies 
in the State of Sikkim and " shall be substituted ; 

(ii ) after the words and figures " the Delimitation Act, 1972 
(76 of 1972)” , the following shall be inserted , namely : 

" ;the extent of each assembly_constituency in the State of 
Sikkim shall be as provided for in the Delimitation of Parliamentary 
and Assembly Constituencies Order, 1976 , as amended by section 4 

of the Representation of the People (Amendment) Act, 1980" . 
3. Amendment of section 5A of Act 43 of 1951. - In the Representation 
of the People Act, 1951, section 5A shall be re-numbered as subsection (1 ) 
thereof, and after subsection (1 ) as 

so re-numbered , the following sub 
section shall be inserted , namely : 

(2) Notwithstanding anything contained in section 5, a person 
shall not be qualified to be chosen to fill a seat in the Legislative 
Assembly of the State of Sikkim , to be constituted at any time after the 
commencement of the Representation of the People (Amendment) 
Act, 1980 , unless 
( a) in the case of a 

seat reserved for Sikkimese of Bhutia 
Lepchá origin ,he is a person either of Bhutia or Lepcha origin 
and is an elector for any assembly constituency in the State other 
than constituency reserved for the Sanghas; 
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(b) in the case of a seat reserved for the Scheduled Castes, 
he is a member of any of those castes in the State of Sikkim and 
is an elector for any assembly constituency in the State ; 

(c) in the case of a seat reserved for Sanghas, he is an elector 
of the Sangha constituency ; and 

(d) in the case of any other seat, he is an elector for any 
assembly constituency in the State. 

Explanation . In this subsection “ Bhutia" includes Chumbipa , 
Dopthapa , Dukpa Kagatey, Sherpa, Tibetan , Tromopa and Yolmo. . 

4. Amendment of Delimitation of Parliamentary and Assembly Constituencies 
Order, 1976 — The Delimitation of Parliamentary and Assembly Constituencies 
Order, 1976 , shall stand amended as directed in the Schedule . 


THE SCHEDULE 

( See section 4) 
AMENDMENTS TO THE DELIMITATION OF PARLIAMENTARY 

CONSTITUENCIES ORDER , 1976 


AND 


ASSEMBLY 


In the Delimitation of Parliamentary and Assembly Constituencies 
Order , 1976– 

(i) in paragraph 5 

(a ) for the words “ and where such name" , the words " where 
such name" shall be substituted ; 

(6) after the words “ Scheduled Tribes" , the words, brackets 
and letters ; and where such name is distinguished by the brackets 
and letters " (BL )" , the seat in that constituency is reserved for the 
Sikkimese of Bhutia-Lepcha origin shall be inserted ; 

(c) the following Explanation shall be inserted at the end , 
namely : 

Explanation. In this paragraph , “ Bhutia ” includes 
Chumbipa , Dopthapa, Dukpa , Kagatey, Sherpa, Tibetan , 

Tromopa and Yolmo. ; 
(ii) in Schedule II, - 

(a) for entry 18 , the following entry shall be substituted , 
namely : 
“ 18. Sikkim 

32 * 2 

12 
(Reserved for 
Sikkimese of 
Bhutiat- Lepcha 
origin ) 
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(b ) in the Note at the end , for the words and figure 
*** Includes 1 seat reserved for Sangha constituency " , the following 
shall be substituted , namely: 

<< * Includes 1 seat reserved for Sangha constituency . 

fIncludes Chumbip ?, Dopthapa, Dukpa , Kigitey Sherpa , 
Tibetan , Tromopa and Yolmo." ; 

(ii) after Schedule XIX , the following Schedule shall be inserted , 
namely : 

" SCHEDULE XIX - A 

SIKKIM 
ASSEMBLY CONSTITUENCIES 


Serial No., name and extend of constituency 
1 . Yoksam - Yo sam , Lawing, Dubdi Gerethang , Ketchopheri , Chojo , 

Tningling I and Thingling II blocks in Ketchopheri elakha ; 
Churnbung , N. k . , Singeng , Sing larang, Darap , Nambo , Topong and 
Singrapong blocks in Pemoyongtse elaka ; and Tingbrom Singlitam , 

Melli and Melli-Aching blocks in Melli elakha of West district. 
2. Tashiding BL ) —Dhupidara, Narkhola, Mangnam , Labdang . Kongri, 

Gangep , Chung rang , Arithang, Lasso, Tashiding , Yang:ey, Onglep 

and Bhaluthang blocks in Tashiding elakha of West district. 
3. Geyzing :-Omchung, Geyzing , Kyongsa, Lungjik and Pemayongtse 

blocks in Pemoyongtse elakha ; Tikjek , Sardong and Lingchoni 
blocks in Sangacholing elakha; and Yangthang block in Yangthang 
elakha of West district,and Lekship block in Wak -Sosing elakha of 

So.th district. 
4. Dentam - Liching, Begha, Srinagi, Gyaten , Karmatar, Sopakha, 

Maneybong , Mangmoo , Dentam , Sapung . Bongten Radhukundu and 

Sankhu blocks in Yangthang elakha of West district. 
5. Barmiok .-- Hee, Martam , Barmiok , Barthang. Hee Patal and Pacharek 

blocks in Yangthan elakha ; and Miyong , Megyong, Chinthang and 

Barfok blocks in Rinchenpong elakha of West distric .. 
6. Rinchenpong (BL ).- Sangdorji, Hathidunga, Jeel, Boom , Reshi (A ) 

Reshi B ), Rinchenpong, Tadong, Samdong, Sribadam (A ) and 
Sribadam (1 ) blocks in Rinchenpong elakha; and Takuthang, 
Chuchen , Dethang and Parengaon locks in Chakung elakha of 
West district ; ană Sangnath block in Wak -Sosing elakha of South 

district . 
7 . Chakung. - Tinjerbong, Suldong Kamling , 

Singyeng , Mabong, 
Suntoley , Khani Sirbong, Arubotey, Samsing , Gelling , Chakung , 
Mendogaon , Samdong and Chumbung blocks in Chakung elakha of 
West district. 
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Serial No., name and extent of constituency 


8. Soreong. - Soreong, Soreon Bazar , Singling , Timberbong , Buriklop , 

Kartok , Malbasey an Tarpu blocks in Chakung elakha of West 

district . 
9. Daramdin . - Rumbuk , Burikhop , Locr Darımdin , Lower 

Thambung, Upper Thambung Sallyng Dang , Lungchol Siktam , Tikpur, 
Okhrey -Ribdi and Bharcng blocks in Daramdin elakha of West 

district. 
10. Jorethang -Nayabazar. - Joom block in Chakung elakha of West dis 

trict; Saly hari, Dorop, Dhargaon , Chisopani, Tinek , Poklok 
Denchung, Asangthang, Sambung, Kopche and Mik -Khola blocks 
in Namchi elakha, and Shyampani, Sorok , Manpur, Kitam and 

Gom blocks in Kitam elakha of South district . 
11. Ralang (BL ) . -Sada, Famtam , Brang and Polot blocks in Brang 

el-kha ; Nimlung , Lingdig, Ralang, Jorang-Biring, Barfong and 
Dethang blocks in Ralang elakha; and Bakhim , Kewzing, l alep 

and Lingzo blocks in Wak -Sosing elakha of South district. 
12. Wak . - Hingdam , Lamaten , Tingmo, Tinkitam , Omchu , Chumlok, 

hak , Rayong and Margbrue blocks in Wak - Sosing e akha ; Ben , 
Namphrik , Rabang and Sangmo blocks in Ben -Nainphrik elakha; 

and Deo block in Temi- Ta ku elakha of South distric :. 
13. Damthang . - Damthang , Jaubari, Chemch - y , Pabong , Boomtar, Sal 

lybung, Maniram , Phallidara , Tingrithang, Mamley , Gumba , Pajer, 
Tinjir , Kamraog and Singithang blocks in Namchi elakha ; and 
Singtam , Bul, Palum and Rong ilocks in Turuk -Sumbuk elakha of 

South district. 
14. Melli . - Melli Bazar, Melli Dara , Kerabari, Suntoley , Subhbari, Turuk 

Rambung , Panchgharey , Lungchok , Kamarev , Sumbuk , Kartikey , 
Suntoley (Sumbuk ), Paiyong, Rabitar and Sadam blocks in Turuk 

Sumbuk elakha of South district 
15. Rateypani-West Pendam (SC ) . --- Rabikhola , Tangji, Bigmat, 

Rateypani and Pa si blocks in Raicypani elakha; Kaling -Bosran , 
Pamphok . Nálam Kolbung . Nagi, Palitam . Maneydara , Kab ey , 
Kanamtek . Turung , Donok and Mainring blocks in Nanting 
clakha of South district; and West Pendam block in Nathan ; 

elakh 1 of East district. 
16. Temi-Tarku - Tanak , Tarku , Temi and Aif Itar blocks in " mi-Turku 

clakha; Pabong, Daring, To dev Reshep , Tokel, Namphin , Larmok , 
Tangsing; Chalaın hang . Nizarmeng, Rameng and Burul blocks 
in Barmiok elakha ; and Parbing Fong , Chhupa and Karck blocks 
in Namthang elal:ha of South district . 
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Serial No., name and extent of constituency 


17. Central Pendam - East Pendam . - Singtam Bazar, Sumin , Lingjey and 

Mangthang blocks in Sumin elakha ; and Central Pendam , East Pen 
dam , Rangpo Bazar , Kamerey -Bhasmey, Pachak and Sajong blocks 

in Pendam elakha of East district, 
18. Rhenock .--Rhenock , Tarpin , Rhenock Bazar , Mulukey , Sudanglakba 

and Kyongsa blocks in Rhenock elakha ; Biring, Tarethang and Taja 
blocks in Amba - Tarethang elakha ; and Linkey block in Pathing 

elakha of East district . 
19. Regu.- Aritar, Dalapchand and Khamdong blocks in Rhenock elakha ; 

and Chuzachen , Change Lakha , North Regu, South Regu, Rongli 
Bazar , Singanebas, Premlakha and Subhaney Dara blocks in 

Chuzachen -Regu elakha of East district. 
20. Pating (BL ).- Changay Senti and Pachey -Samsing blocks in 

Changay -Senti elakha, Amba and Thekabung blocks in Amba 
Tarethang elakha ; Parkha,Riba, Machong , Latuk and 
Chuchemphery blocks in Chota and Bara Pathing elakha; and Rolep 
Lamaten , Lingtam , Phadamchen and Gnathang blocks in Chuzachen 

Regu elakha of East district . 
21 Loosing Pachekhani. - Chota Singtam and Aho-Yangtam blocks in 

Aho -P . hm -Yangtam elakha; and Namchebung, Kartok , Dikling , 
Chalamthang , Loosing , Pachekhani, Dikling Pachckhani, Bengthang 

and Pakyong Bazar blocks in Pakyong elakha of East district. 
22. Khamdong ( SC ).-- Manzing, Tokdey, Nehbrom , Kolthang , Pepthang 

and Lingmo blocks in Lingmo-Nehbrom elakha; Rangang , Yangang, 
Gagyong , Satam , Namplink and Sripatar blocks in Yangang elakha 
of South district; and Singbel, Dungdung, Khamdong , Beng, 
Thangsing -Bodang and Thasa blocks in Khamdong elakha of East 

district . 
23. Djongu (BL ).-- Upper Djongu and Lower Djongu blocks in Djongu 

elakha of North district; and Solpey , Lingi, Upper Paiyong, Lower 

Paiyong and Kahu blocks in Lingi- Paiyong elakha of South district. 
24. Lachen Maugshila (BL ).- Lachen block in Lachen elakha; Lachung 

block in Lachung lakia ; Chungthang block in Chungthang clakha ; 
Naganamgor, Singchit, Tung, Miyoag , Sentam , Pakshep , Kajor, 
Singchik Ringem , Jimchung , Nampatam and Mangan Bazar blocks 
in Mallin lakha; and Sayem , Tanyck, Ramthang,Upper Mangshila , 
Lower Mangshila , Namok and Thingchen blocks in Phodong elakha 

of North district. 
25. Kabi Tingda (BL).- Rongong , Tumlung and Prodong blocks in 

Phodong elakha; Phensang, Labi, Phamtam , Chawang Men 
Rongong, Kabi- T ingda an I Phaney blocks in Phensang-Kabi-Tingda 
clakha of North district, and Sotak Nabey and Penlong blocks in 
Penlong elakha; and Lingdok and Nampung blocks in Rakdong- Tintek 
elakha of East district. 
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26. Rakdong- Tintek (BL).- Rakdong and Tintek blocks in Rakdong 

Tintek elakha ; Samdong -Kambol and Raley -Khase blocks in Sam 
dong elakha; Tumin , Simik and Chandey blocks in Tumin - Chandey 
elakha ; and Patuk , Simik , Aritir and Lingjey blocks in Khamdong 

elakha of East district. 
27. Martam (BL).— Sirwani, Sakyong, Chisopani, Rabdang , Chalam 

thang , Byang,Nagethang,Martam , Phegyong, Nazitam and Trikutam 
blocks in Song -Martam elakha ; and Chhuba , Nemli , Marchak , 
Samlık , Namin and Tumlabung blocks in Rumtek -Marchak elakha 

of East district. 
28. Rumtek (EL).- Mendu , Tempyek, Sajong , Chenjey, Rawte Rumtek , 

Reybrok and Lingdum blocks in Ranka-Lingdum elakha; and 
Tadong, Samdur , Deorali, Deorali Bazar and Tadong Bazar blocks 

in Tadong elakha of East district . 
29. Assam -Lingjey ( BL ). - Pahm , Bhusuk , Namok, Naitam , Nandok , 

Lingjey and Assam blocks in Aho-Lingjey- Pahm - Singtam elakha ; 
and Tathangchen , Rongnek and Syari blocks in Tathangchen elakha 

of East district . 
30. Ranka (BL).- Parbing, Ranka, Barbing, Songtong, Bortuk , Luwing , 

Suchakgang and Chandmari blocks in Ranka elakha of East district. 
31 . Gangtok . - Gangtok block [including (a) Gangtok Town , (b ) Gang 

tok Bazar and (c) Development Area ] of East district. 


Note: Any reference in this Table to a district , elakha, block or other 
territorial division shall be taken to mean the area comprised within 
that district, clakha, block or other territorial division on the 26th day 
of April , 1975. " . 

5. Repeal and saving : - (1) The Representation of the People (Amend 
ment) Ordinance, 1979 (7 of 1979 ) is hereby repealed . 

(2) Notwithstanding such repeal, anything done or any action taken 
under the Representation of the People Act, 1950 (43 of 1950) the Representa 
tion ofthe People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951,) or the Delimitation of Parliamentary 
and Assembly Constituencies Order, 1976 , as amended by the said Ordinance , 
shall be deemed to have been done or taken under the Representation of the 
People Act, 1950, the Representation of the people Act, 1951 or the Delimita 
tion of Parliamentary and Assembly Constituencies Order, 1976 , as amended 
by this Act. 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ ( ലെജ° -എ ) വകുപ്പ് 


വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 11152 ലെജ°. ( എ ) 2/80 ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1930 ആഗസ്റാ എ 

1902 ( ശാവണം13 . 
കേരള നിയമ സഭയുടെ ത മ ഴ ള റ യു ന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊന് 
ളു ടെ അറിവിനായി ഇത നാ * (പസി8°ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

നിയമസഭ പാസാ 
കിയ പ്രകാരമുളള ബില്ലിന് 1990 ആഗസ്ററ് 2 -ാം തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണറും 6 
അനുമതി ലഭിച്ചു . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

കെ . വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി ( ലാ ). 


1980 - ലെ 12 -ാം ആക്റ 
ധനവിനിയോഗ ( നമ്പർ 6) 

ആക്റം” 


1980 


കേരള 


1972 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിൽ ചില 
സർവ്വീസികൾക്കും , ആ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആ വർഷ ത്തക്കും 

അ നുവദിച്ചു 
തുക ളിൽ കൂടുതല യി ചെലവാക്കിയ തുക ക ൾ വഹിക്കുന്നതിന്, കര 
സംസ u. n സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും 

ധനവിനിയോഗം ചെയ്യാൻ 
അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന് വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നതിനുള്ളഒര അകററ്. 

പീടിക.-- 1972 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷ 
ത്തിന് ചില സർവ്വീസുകൾക്ക്, ആ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും, അ വർഷത്തെ ക 
അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ കൂടുതലായി ചെലവാക്ക ? യ തുകൾ യ വിടുന്ന 
തിന്, കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സബിത നിധി ജി രനിന്നും ധ നിനി vാനും 
ചെയ്യാൻ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന വ്യവസാ ചെയ്യേണ്ടത് ആ വ്യ 
മാകയാൽ, 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ 31-0. സ.വി.സരത്തിൽ താഴെപായും (പകാം. 
നിയമം ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1 . ചുരുക്കര. - ആക°ിന് കേരള ധനവിനിയോഗ നമ്പർ 6) 
ആക്റ്, 1980 എന്ന് പേർ പറയാം. 
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2. 1972 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച 

വർഷത്തേക്കുളള ചില 
അധികച്ചെലവുകൾ വഹിക്കുന്നതിന് കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത നിധിയിൽ 
നിന്നും, 7,32,92 ,109 രൂപ നൽകൽ,-- 1972 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം തീയതി അവസാ 
നിച്ച് സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തിൽ, പട്ടികയുടെ (2) -ാം കോളത്തിൽ 

പറ ഞഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള 
സർവ്വീസുകളെ സംബന്ധിച്ചുളള ചാർജ്ജുകൾ കൊടുത്തുതീർക്കു ? തിനായി 
ആ സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആ വർഷത്തേക്കും അനുവദിച്ച തുകകളിൽ കവിഞ്ഞ 
ചെല വാക്കിയ തുകകൾ വഹിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി, കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത 
നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും മൊത്തം ഏഴു കോടി മുപ്പത്തിരണ്ടു ലക്ഷത്തി തൊണ്ണൂറ്റി 
രണ്ടായിരത്തി ഒരുനൂററി ഒൻപത് രൂപ 

വരുന്ന പട്ടികയുടെ ( 3 ) -ാം 
കോളത്തിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള തുകകൾ നൽകുകയും വിനിയോഗിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യു 
ന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി അധികാരപ്പെടുത്തിയതായി കരുതേണ്ടതാണ്. 
3 . വിനിയോഗം. ഈ ആക° 

റപകാരം കേരള സംസ്ഥാന സഞ്ചിത 
നിധിയിൽ നിന്നും നൽകുന്നതിനും വിനിയോഗിക്കുന്നതിനും അധികാര 

പ്പ ടു ത്ത പ്പെട്ടതായി കരുതപ്പെടുന്ന തികകൾ, 1972 മാർച്ച് 31 -ാം 
തീയതി അവസാനിച്ച സാമ്പത്തിക വർഷത്തെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് പട്ടികയിൽ 
പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ള സർവ്വീസുകൾക്കും ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കുംവേണ്ടി 

വിനിയോഗിച്ച 
തായി കരുതപ്പെടേണ്ടതാണ്. 


പട്ടിക 
( 2-• 3 -ം വകുപ്പുകൾ നോക്കുക) 


കവിഞ്ഞതുക 


ഡിമാൻറ 
നമ്പർ 


സർവ്വീസുകളും 
ആവശ്യങ്ങളും 


ആകെ 


നിയമസഭ 

സഞ്ചിതനിധിയിൽ 
വോട്ടു ചെയ്തതിൽ 

ചാർജു ചെയ്തതിൽ 
രുപ 

കുപ് 


രൂപ് 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 


5 


3,43,825 
2,68,072 


3,43,825 
2,68,072 


6 
9 


2,15,605 
8,16,303 
20,23,651 


10 
13 
17 
18 
21 
28 


മുളപ്പിതങ്ങൾ 
രജിസ c ടഷൻ ഫീസ 
സംസ്ഥാന തലവൻമാരും മന്ത്രിമാരും 
ആസ്ഥാന ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻമാരും 
ജില്ലാഭരണവും പലവകയും 
പോലീസ 
പൊതുവിദ്യാഭ്യാസം 
സാങ്കേതിക വിദ്യാഭ്യാസം 
പൊതുജനാരോഗ്യ എഞ്ചിനീയറിംഗ 
സാമൂഹ്യവികസന പദ്ധതികളും 

ദേശീയ വികസനസർവ്വീസും 
( പ്രാദേശിക വികസന പദ്ധതിയും 
തൊഴിലും ഉദ്യാഗവും 
മലസനം 
പൊതുമരാമത്ത 


1,78,414 

2,289 


2,15,605 
8,16,303 
20,23,651 
1,78,414 

2,289 
95,01,952 


95,04,952 


29 
32 
33 
36 
37 


4,59,853 

33,056 
15,69,000 
3,80,89,239 
12,40,507 
71,65,099 


4,59,853 

33,056 
15,69,080 
3,80,89,239 
12,40,507 
71,65,099 


കാം 


പെർഷൽ 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


43 
46 
47 
52 


പൊതുജനാരോഗ്യത്തിനുളള മൂലധന ചെലവ 
ജലസചനത്തിനുളള മൂലധന ചെലവ് 
പൊതുമരാമത്തിനുളള മൂലധന ചെല വ 
പെൻഷൻ കമ്മട്ടു ചെയ്ത തുക 


22,32,792 
33,55,481 
48,71,890 
9,03,097 


18,904 


22,32,792 
33,55,481 
48,90,794 
9,03,097 


ആകെ 


7,30,92,502 


1,99,607 


7,32,92,109 


( ശരിത്തർജ്ജമ) 


പി . ജഗദമ്മ, 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹഡ ടാൻസററർ , 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Local Administration and Social Welfare (D ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Ms.) No. 263/80 /LA & SWD . Dated , Trivandrum , 24th October 1930 . 

SRO No. 1155 80 . - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1 ) of section 90 of the Kerala Municipal Corporations Act, 1961 
( 30 of 1961) read with section 367 thereof, the Government of Kerala 
hereby make the following Rules further to amend the Kerala Municipal 
Common Service Rules, 1967, issued in G. O. ( M ) 346/67/DD dated the 
26 h October, 1967 , and published as S. R. O.No. 321/67 in the Kerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No. 209 dated the 27th October , 1967, the same 
having been previously published as required by section 368 of the 
said Act. 


RULES 


1. Short tille and commencement.- (1) These rules may be called the Kerala 
Municipal Common Service (Amendment) Rules, 1980 . 

(2) They shall come into force at once. 

2. Amendments. In rule 11 of the Kerala Municipal Common Service 
Rules, 1967.- (a ) for the second proviso to sub- rule (1 ), the following shall 
be substituted , namely : 

“ Provided ſur her that in respect of posts for which qualifications 
and me hod of recruitment have noi be in so descrmined by the Government, 
the qualifications and method of recruitment shall be same 

as those 
prescribed for similar posts in Government service" ; 

(b ) in sub -rule (2 ) for ıhe words " along with the qualified hands" , 
the words " as in the case of qualified hands" shall be substituted . 


By order of the Governor , 
N , ANANCIIA PERUMAL ACHIART, 
Deputy Secretary 

(P.r.o. ! 
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Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to 
Indicate its general purpurt) . 

It has come to the notice of Government that the expression " along 
with qualified hands" occurring in Rule 11 (2 ) of 

Kerala Municipal 
Common Service Rules , relating to promotion of Health Assistant, creates 
confusion since it is not clear from the above expression whe her the ratio 
for promotion fixed in the rules is beiween qualified and unqualified or 
between Grade 1 and Grade II . Therefore , it is decided that the above 
expression occurring in Rule 11 (2) may be substituted by " as in the case 
of qualified hands” . So also , as per proviso 2 of Rule 11 of Kerala 
Municipal Common Service Rules, in respect of posts for which qualifications 
have not been determined by Government, the qualifications prescribed 
for similar posts in Government service shall be insisted . But nothing has 
been mentioned with regard to the method of recruitment. It is , therefore , 
decided to make provision in the rules to adopt the method of recruitment 
prescribed for similar posts in Government service. This notification is 
intended to achieve the above purposes. 
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Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. Rt. No. 1297/80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 12th September 1980 . 

S. R. O. No. 1156 /80. - In exerci:c of the powers conferred by section 87 
read with section 91- A of the Employe s State Insurance Act, 1948 (Central 
Act 34 of 1948 ) , the Government of Kerala in consultation with the Employees 
State Insurance Corporation hereby excmp ! the establishments of the Kerala 
Dinesh Beedi Workers Central Co-operative Society Ltd., No. S. IND . 
(c ) 61 , Cannanore from the operation of the provisions of the said Act 
for a period of one year from 30-5-1979 to 29.5-1980 subject to the following 
conditions, namely :-- 

1. The said society shall maintain a register showing the names and 
designations of its employees ; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from 
which exemption granted by this notification operates; 

3 . The contribution for the exempted period , if already paid , shall 
not be refunded ; 

4. The society shall submit in respect of the period during whiclı 
it was subject to the operation of the said Act ( hercioafter referred to 
as the said period ), such returns in such form and containing such 
particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period nder the 
Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection ( 1) 
oi section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised 
in this behalf shall, for the purposes of - 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection ( 1) of section 44 of the said Act; or 

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as 
required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regularions, 1950 for 
the said period ; or 

( iii) ascertaining whether the employer s continue to bc entitled to the 
benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being beneiits in 
.considerations ofwhich excmplion is being granted under this notification ; or 
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( iv ) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act had 
been complied with during the period when such provisions were in 
force in relation to the said society be ein powered to 

(a ) require the society to furnish to him such information as he 

may consider necessary ; or 
(b ) enter any factory, establishment, office, or other premises 

occupied by the said society at any reasonable time and 
require any person found in charge thereof to produce to 
such Inspector or other vincial and allow him to examine 
such documents, books and other documents relating to 
the employment of persons and payment of wages or to 
furnish to 

bim such information as he may consider 
necessary ; or 
c) examine the officers of the society or the servants of the said 

society or any person found in such society , establishment, 
office or other pre ses, or any person wbom the said 
Inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe 

to have been an employee ; or 
(d ) make copies oi or take extracts from any register, account 

book or other documents maintained in such society , 
establisbment, office or other premises . 

By order of the Governor , 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 
Esplanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

In the notification No. G. O. (Rt) 1083/78 /L & H dated 4-7-1978 the 
Kerala Dinesh Leedi Workers Central Co-operative Society Ltd. No. S. 
IND . (c ) 61, Cannanore was granted exemption from the coverage of 
ESI. Act for the period up to 29-5-1979 . It has been further represented 
that exemp:ion inay be re iewed . Hence, after considering the matter in 
the Regional Board Meeting of E.S.I. Corporation , Government decided to 
grant further extension of the exemption up to 29-5-1980 . The notification 
is intended to achieve this purpose . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Industries (H ) Department 

WITHDRAWAL NOTIFICATION 
No. 11416 /H3/80 /ID . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 4th October 1980. 

I 
S.R.O. No. 1157 /80. - Under subsection (1 ) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962) , the Government of 
Kerala hereby withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in the 
schedule hereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings 

initiated by the Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) No. II 
(Minerals and Metals), Chavara by the issue of Notification No. c . 58379 
dated 5-1-1979 under subsection ( 1) of section 3 thereof published at page 
12 of Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 31 dated the 16th January, 1979 . 

SCHEDULE 

District - Quilon . 
Taluk - Karunagappally . 

Village - Panmana . 
( Block No. 31) 
Sl. No. - I 
Sy . No.-- 4040 
Description - Dry & Wet 
Extent- 0.0100 hectare. 

Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is included to indicate its 
general purport.) 

On survey of the land notified for acquisition for providing Railway 
siding from Karunagappally Railway Station to the plant area of the 
Titanium Complex at Sankaramangalam it is seen that Sy . No. 4010 is out 
of alignment and is not required for the purpose . Hence the steps taken 
under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act have to be withdrawn, 
2010 ° 3.0, muid 1157/80 .-- 1961- oes കേരള 

mu Lesyº 
0.03000 ° ( 1962-04 21)52-5 . Oslº 1-5 . 22.1933;30 d . 09:39 
സർക്കാർ, ഇതോടു ചേർത്തിട്ടുള്ള പട്ടികയി ൽ n .10 ml las malo 1979 
22020107 16-50) 70 001001 31-) .mmu3 MUWM 23 cm.01.03 
12-) . 0031010 " lojourn300 ° 3-6 . 010634 ° (1) -5 . DU3312129?. 
1979 JO10 ? 5-3.090010100 qu ?. 58/79 odm mmus 01270 
WJ00358 Ohne" J12/0 (67m03mi 470390 08900360 °) 2-) 11043 
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സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ (എൽ എ ) സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിരു 
ന്നതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നുംഇതിനാൽ പിൻ വാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല - കൊല്ല . 
താലൂക്ക്- കരുനാഗപ്പളളി, 

വില്ലേജ 

പന്മന 
( ബ്ലോക്ക് നമ്പർ -31 ) 
കമ നമ്പർ 1 
സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 4040 
വിവരണം - പുരയിടവും നിലവും 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം-0.0100 ഹെക്ടർ 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഈ വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ 

ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ, അതിന്റെ 

പൊതു 
ഉദ ° ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

കരുനാഗപ്പളളി റയിൽവേസ ° റഷൻമുതൽ ശങ്കരമംഗലം ടെററാനിയം 
കോംപ്ലക്സ് പാൻറ് പ. ദേശം വരെ റയിൽവേ പാർശ്വമാർഗ്ഗ , 

നിമ്മി 
ക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി വില മഴക്കെടുക്കാൻ വിജ ° ഞാപനം 

ചെയ തിരുന്ന ഭൂമി 
സർവ്വേ നടത്തിയതിൽ 4040 എന്നീ . സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 

റയിൽപ്പാതയിൽ 
നിന്നും മാറിയാണ് 

വരുന്നതെന്നും 

അതിനാൽ പ്രസ്തുത കാര്യത്തിന് 
ആവശ്യമില്ല എന്നും കാണുന്നു . അതിനാൽ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്റ് 
( പകാരം എടുത്ത നടപടികൾ പിൻവലിക്കേണ്ടിയിരിക്കുകയാണ്. 


1I 
S. R. O. No. 1158,80.- Under subsection ( 1) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisit: on Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of 
Kerala hereby withdraw from the acquisition of the land mentioned in 
the schedule nereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings 
were initiated by the Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) No. II (Minerals 
and Metals ), Chavara by the issue of Notification No. C. 59/79 dated 
5-1-1979 under subsection ( 1 ) of section 3 thereof published at page 12 
of Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 31 dated the 16th January, 1979 

SCHEDULE 

District--- Quilon . 
Taluk - Karunagappally . 

Village - Panmana 
( Block No. 32) 
SL. 

S. Description 

Extent in 
No. No. 

hectare 
4038 

Wet 

0 , 081 
3 4412 

0 , 0100 
5 4 +18 

0.01 00 
6 

| 0 0200 
8 4415 

0.0100 
14 4424 

0 0100 
15 4 +23 

0.0283 
21 4459 

0.0100 


1 


് 


33 


4 +19 


23 


1 ) 


1 ) 


3 


3 


Explanatory Note 
(This is not part of the notification but is included to indicate its 
general purport) 

On survey of the land notified for acquisition for providing Railway 
siding from Karunagappally Railway Station to the Plant area of the 
Titanium Complex at Sankaramangalam it is seen that Sy No 4038 , 4412 , 
4418 , 4419, 4415 , 4424, 4423 & 445 ) is out of alignment and is not 
required for the purpose . Hence the steps taken under the Kerala Land 
Acquisition Act have to be withdrawn. 

എസ്.ആർ.ഒ, നമ്പർ 1158/ 80. - 1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് 
( 1962 - ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർക്കാർ 
ഇതോടുചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 1979 ജനുവരി 16.3 . 
തീയതിയിലെ 31-ാംനമ്പർ അ സാധാരണ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 12-ാംവാത്ത 
(പസ്തുത ആക°ററ ° 3 -ാം വകുപ്പി (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 1979 ജനുവരി 
5 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ സി . 59179 എന്ന നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചു 
കൊണ്ട് പവറ (മിനറൽസ് ആൻ മെററൽസ്) 2 -ാം നമ്പർ സ പെ ന്യ 
തഹശീൽദാർ (എൽ എ ) സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിരുന്ന മായ 
സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 

ജില്ല കൊല്ലം, 
താലൂക്ക്- കരുനാഗപ്പളളി , 

വില്ലേജ° _പന്മന , 
( ബ്ലാക്ക് നമ്പർ- 32 ) 
കമ 

സർവ്വ നമ്പർ വിവരണം വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 
നമ്പർ 

( ഹെക്റ്റർ 
4038 

നിലം 

0.0081 
3 4412 

0.000 
5 4418 

0.01CO 
6 44 9 

0.0200 
8 4415 

0.0 100 
14 4424 

0.0100 
15 4423 

0.0283 
21 4459 

0.010ാ 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ അതിന്റെ ) പാതു ഉ °333, 
സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

കരുനാഗപ്പളളി റയിൽവേ സ്റേറഷൻ മുതൽ 25 രzംഗലം ാാാനിയ, 
കോംപ്ലക്സ പ്ലാൻറ് (പദേശംവരെ റയിൽവേ പാർശ്വമാർഗ്ഗം ന് 11:2 
ക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കാൻ വിജ്ഞാപനം യ ( 

തിന്ന് 12 കി 
സർവ്വേ നടത്തിയ തിരൽ 4038 , 4412 , 4418 , 4119, 1115 , 1121, 11 
എന്നീ സർവ്വേ നമ്പരുകൾ റെയിൽ പാതയിൽ നിന്നും മാറിയ ): 1 3വന 
തെന്നും അതിനാൽ പ്രസ്തുത കാര്യത്തിന് ആവശ്യമില്ല - 17. കാണുന്നു . 
അതിനാൽ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക°ററുപകാരം റാ * ത 

നടപടി ക 
പിൻവലിക്കേണ്ടിയിരിക്കുകയാണ്. 


2) 


3 


1 


1 


3 


4 


III 


s . R. 0. No. 1159 / 80. - Under subsection (1) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962 ), the Government of 
Kerala hereby withdraw from the acquisition of lands mentioned in the 
Schedule hereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings 
were initiated by the Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) No. II 
(Minerals and Metals), Chavara by the issue of Notification No. c . 62/79 
dated 5-1-1979 under subsection (1) of section 3 thereof published at page 
12 of Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 31 dated the 16th January, 1979 . 


Village-- Panmana 


SCHEDULE 

District - Quilon . 
Taluk - Karunagappally . 

( Block No. 35 ) 
SL. 

| Sy. 

Description 
No. 

No. 
4624. 

Wet 
2 

4626 
3 

4621 
4 

4611 
5 

4607 


Extent in 
hectares 
0. 0161 
0.0300 
0.0 100 
0.0162 
0.01 00 


1 


1 ) 


2 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is included to indicate 
its general purport .) 

On survey of the land notified for acquisition for providing Railway 
siding from Karunagappally Railway Station to the Plant area fof the 
Titanium Complex at Sankaramangalam it is seen that Sy . Nos. 4624 , 4626, 
4627 , 4611 & 4607 is out of alignment and is not required for the purpose. 
Hence the steps taken under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act have to be 
withdrawn . 


എസ്. ആർ. ഇ . നമ്പർ. - 1159/ 80 . 1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു ആക°ററ് 
(1962 - ലെ 21) 52-ം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരളസർക്കാർ, 
ഇതോടു ചേർത്തിട്ടുള്ള പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 

1979 ജനുവരി 16 -ാം 
തീയതിയിലെ 31-ാംനമ്പർ അസാധാരണ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 12 -ാം വശത്ത 
(പസ്തുത ആക്റ ° 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) 

ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 1979 
ജനുവരി 5 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ സി . 62|79 എന്ന 

നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് ചവറ ( മിനറൽസ് ആൻ 

മെററൽസ്) 2.ംനമ്പർ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ (എൽ. എ ) സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു നടപടികൾ 

ആരംഭി 
ച്ചരുന്നതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻ 
വാക്കുന്നു . 


5 


, 


19 


പട്ടിക 

ജില്ല - കൊല്ലം 
താലൂക്ക ° -കരുനാഗപ്പളളി 

വില്ലന് -പന്മന . 
( ബ്ലോക്ക് നമ്പർ -35) 
| കമനമ്പർ സർവ്വേനസർ വിവാണം വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 

( ഹക ട് ) 
4624 നിലം 

0.0161 
2 4626 

0.0300 
3 4627 

0.0100 
4 4611 

0.0162 
5 4607 

0.0100 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ അ തിം നാ പൊതു ഉദ ° o ദേശം 
സുചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതാണ്). 

കരുനാഗപ്പളളി റയിൽവേ സ്റേറഷൻമുതൽ ശങ്കരമംഗലം ടെററാനിയം 
കോംപ്ലക്സ് പ്ലാൻറ് പ്രദേശംവരെ റയിൽവ പാർശ്വമാർഗ്ഗം നിർമ്മി 
ക്കുന്നതിനു വേണ്ടി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കാൻ വിജ്ഞാപനം ചെ യ്തിരുന്ന 

ഭൂമി 
സർവ്വേ നടത്തിയതിൽ 462 4, 4626. 4627 , 4611 , 4607 എന്നീ സർവ്വ 
നമ്പരുകൾ റയിൽ പാതയിൽ നിന്നും മാറിയാണു വരുന്നതെന്നും അതിനാൽ 
(പസ്തുത കാര്യത്തിന് ആവശ്യമില്ല എന്നും കാണുന്നു . അതിനാൽ കരള 
സ ° ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക° ററുപകാരം എടുത്ത നടപടികൾ പിൻവലിക്കേണ്ടിയിരി 
ക്കുകയാണ്. 

IV 


S.R.O. No. 1160/80 -Under subsection ( 1) of section 52 of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act 1961 (21 of 1962 ), the Government of Kerala hereby 
withdraw from the acquisition of lands mentioned in the schedule hercto 
annexed in respect of wilich land acquisition proceedings were initiated by 
the Special Tahsildar ( Land Acquisition ) No. II (Minerals and Metals) , 
Chavara by the issue of Notification No C. 60/79 dated 5-1-1979 under 
subsection (1) of section 3 thereof published at page 12 of Kerala Gazette 
Extraordinary No. 31 dated the 16th January , 1979. 

SCHEDULE 

District - Quilon 
Taluk -- Karunagappally . 

Tillage - Panmana, 
(Block No. 33) 
SI , Survey 

Description Extent 
No. 

in hectare 
2 

Wet 

0 00 10 
5 1487 

0 0100 
6 4192 

0 , 01 : 0 
7 4491 

(0.01 (10 
13 (15 ) 1 

) ,000 


No. 


4163 


1 


1 


11 


13 


6 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is included to in licate its 
general purport.) 

On survey of the land notified for acquisition for providing Railway 
siding from Karunagappally Railway Station to the Plant area of the 
Titanium Complex at Sankaramang; lam it is seen that Sy Nos. 4463 , 4487, 
4492, 4491. & 4504 is out of alignment and is not required for the purpose. 
Hence the steps taken under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act have to be 
withdrawn . 


എസ്,ആർ, ഒ , നമ്പർ 1160 / 80. - 1961 - ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ° ആ കറാ 
( 1962 - ലെ 21), 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർക്കാർ 
ഇതോടു ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള തും 1979 ജനുവരി 16 -ാം 
തീയതിയിലെ 31 -ാം നമ്പർ അസാധാരണ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 12 -ാം വശത്ത് 
( പസൗതുത ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 1979 ജനുവരി 
5 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ സി .60 / 79 എന്ന നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചു 
കൊണ്ട് ചവറ (മിനറൽസ് ആൻറ് മെററൽസ്) 2 -ാം നമ്പർ സ്പെഷ്യൽ 
തഹശീൽദാർ (എൽ. എ .) സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു 

നടപടി കൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിരുന്നതു 
മായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 

മില്ല -- കൊല്ലം 
താലുക്ക° -- കരുനാഗപ്പളളി. 

വില്ലേജ - പന്മന . 

ബ്ലോക്ക് നമ്പർ 33 
( കമനമ്പർ സർവ്വനമ്പർ വിവരണം 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 

( ഹെക്ടർ) 
2 

4463 നിലം 

0.0040 
5 4487 

0 - 0100 
6 4492 

0.0100 
7 4491 

0.01 00 
13 +504 

0.0200 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൽ ഭാഗമല്ല . 

എന്നാൽ 

അ ി ൻറ പൊതു 
ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതാണ് .) 

കരുനാഗപ്പളളി റയിൽ വ സ റ ഷൻ മുതൽ ശങ്കരമംഗലം ടെററാനിയം 
കോം ക സ പ്ലാൻറ് പദേശ വാൻ റയിൽവേ പാർശ്വമാർഗ്ഗം നിർമ്മി 
ക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടിവിലയ്ക്കെടുകാർ വിജ്ഞാപനം ചെയ്തിരുന്ന ഭൂമി 
സർവ്വേ നടത്തിയതിൽ 443, 4487 , 4492 , 4491 , 450+ എന്നീ സർവ്വേ 
നമ്പരുകൾ റയിൽപ്പാതയിൽ നിന്നും മാറിയാണ 

വരുന്നതെന്നും അതിനാൽ 
പ്രസ്തുത കാര്യത്തിന് ആവശ്യമില്ല എന്നും കാണുന്നു . അതിനാൽ കര 
സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പം ആക°ററുപകാരം എത്ത നടപടികൾ പിൻവലിക്കണ്ടിയി 
രിക്കുകയാണ്. 
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( ഇത 


V 
S.R.O. No. 1161/80.- Under subsection (1) of section 52of the Kerala 
Land Acquisition Act, 1961 ( 21 of 1962), the Government of Kerala 
hereby withdraw from the acquisition of lands mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings were 
initiated by the Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) No. ii ( Minerals and 
Metals ) , Chavara by the issue of Notification No. A. 65/79 dated 5-1-1979 
under subsection (1) of section 3 thereof published at page 12 of Kerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No. 31 dated the 16th January , 1979 . 


SCHEDULE 


District - Quilon 


Taluk - Karunagappally . 


Village - Panmana . 


( Block No. 38 ) 

Description 


SI . 
No 


Extent 
in hectare 


Wet 


3 
4 
5 

6 
14 
15 


Survey 

Nos. 
4766 
4745 
4765 
4767 
4774 
4775 


Wet & dry 
Wet 
Dry 


0 , 1728 
0.0566 
0.0081 
0.0405 
0.010 
0.0200 
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Explanatory Nose 
( This is not part of the notification, but is included to indicate its 
general purport.) 

On survey of the land notified for acquisition for providing Railway 
siding from Karunagappally Railway Station to the plant area of the 
Titanium Complex at Sankaramangalam it is seen that Sy . Nos. 4766 , 4745 , 
4765 , 4767, 4774 & 4775 is out of alignment and is not required for the 
purpose . Hence the steps taken under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act 
have to be withdrawn . 


എസ്.ആർ. ഒ, നമ്പർ 1161/80. - 1961 - ലെ കോളസ° ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്റ് 
(1962 - ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ്1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർക്കാർ, 
ഇതോടുചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ട 23 നും 1979 ജനുവാൻ 101 -ാം 
തിയ തിയിലെ, 31 -ാംനമ്പർ രാസാധാരണ കേരളഗസാറിരി 12-ാം വാതാ 
പസ്കുത ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) 9ം ഉപവകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം 1979 ? - വി 
5 -ാം തീയതിയ ലെ A - 65/79 എന്ന നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചു 
കൊണ്ട് . ചവറ ( മിനറൽസ്ആൻഡ് മെററൽ സ ") 2 -ാം ന : സംപ്യ 
ത ഹശീൽദാർ (എൽ, എ .) സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ ആരംഭ ച്ചി - തു 
സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കു 11 തിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പീൻവാങ്ങി . 
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പട്ടിക 

ജില്ല - കൊല്ലം, 
താലൂക്ക്- കരുനാഗപ്പളളി. 

വില്ലേജ് - പന്മന , 
( ബ്ലോക്ക് നമ്പർ -38) 
( കമനമ്പർ സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ 

വിവരണം 

വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 

( ഹെക്ടർ) 
4766 

നിലം 

0.0728 
4745 

0.0566 
4765 നിലവും പുര 

0.0081 

യിടവും 
6 4767 

നിലം 0.0405 
14 

4774 

പുരയിടം 0.0100 
15 4775 

0.0200 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ ഭാമഗല്ല . എന്നാൽ അതിൻറ പൊതു 
ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

കരുനാഗപ്പളളി റയിൽവേ സ്റേറഷൻ മുതൽ ശങ്കരമംഗലം ടൈററാനിയം 
കോംപ്ലക്സ് പാൻറ് ( പദേശം വരെ റയിൽവേ പാർശ്വമാർഗ്ഗം നിർമ്മി 
ക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കാൻ വിജ്ഞാപനം ചെയ്തിരുന്ന ഭൂമി 
സർവ്വേ നടത്തിയതിൽ 4766 , 4745 , 4765, 4767, 4774 , 4775 എന്നീ സർവ്വേ 
- നമ്പരുകൾ റയിൽപ്പാതയിൽ നിന്നും മാറിയാണ 

വരുന്നതെന്നും 
നാൽ പസ്തുത കാര്യത്തിന് ആവശ്യമില്ല എന്നും കാണുന്നു . 

ആതിനാൽ 
കേരള - സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററുപാരം എടുത്ത് നടപടികൾ പിൻവലി 
ക്കേണ്ടിയിരിക്കുകയാണ്. 
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അതി 


VI 
S. R. O. No. 1162 /80. — Under sub section (1) of section 52 of the 
Kerala Land Acquisition Act, 1961 (21 of 1962), the Government of Kerala 
hereby withdraw from the acquisition of lands mentioned in the Schedule 
hereto annexed in respect of which land acquisition proceedings were 
initiated by the Special Tahsildar (Land Acquisition ) No. II (Minerals and 
Metals ), Chavara by the issue of Notification No. C. 55/79 dated 5-1-1979 
under subsection (1) section 3 thereof published at page 12 of Kerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No. 31 dated the 16th January, 1979.. 

SCHEDULE 

District - Quilon 
Taluk - Karunagappally . 

Village - Panmana . 
(Block No. 28 ) 
SL. Survey 

Description Extent, 
Nos. Nos. 

in hectare 
4148 

Wet 

0.0100 
2 4152 

Dry 

0.0100 
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Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification but is included to indicate its 
general purport). 

On survey of the land notified for acquisition for providing Railway 
siding from Karunagappally Railway Station to the Plant area of the 
Titanium Complex at Sankaramangalam it is seen that Sy . No. 4148 and 
4152 is out of alignment and is not required for the purpose. Hence the 
steps taken under the Kerala Land Acquisition Act have to be withdrawn . 


1979 ജനു 


എസ്. ആർ. ഒ . നമ്പർ 1162/80. - 1961- ലെ 

കരള 

സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് 
ആക്ററ് (1962 - ലെ 21 ). 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള 
സർക്കാർ ഇതോടു ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടിക യ ൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ളതും 
വരി 16 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 31 -ാം നമ്പർ അസാധാരണ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 12-ാം 
വശത്ത് പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം 

വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 
1979 ജനുവരി 5 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ സി . 5579 എന്ന നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട്ചവറ ( പിനറൽസ് ആൻറ് മെററൽസ്) 2-ാംനമ്പർ 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ (എൽ.എ ) സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചി 
രുന്നതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻ 
വാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല -- കൊല്ലം- 

താലൂക്ക് - കരുനാഗപ്പളളി 
വില്ലേജ_പന്മന . 

ബ്ലോക്ക് നമ്പർ - 28 
( കമനമ്പർ സർവ്വ നമ്പർ 

വിവര ണം 

വിസ്തീൻ അം 

( ഹെക്ടർ) 
4148 

നിലം 

0.010ാ 
4152 

പുരയിടം 0.01 00 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ അതിന്റെറ പൊതു 
ഉദ്ദേശം സൂചിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

കരുനാഗപ്പളളി റയിൽവേ സറോഷൻ മുതൽ ശങ്കരമംഗലം ടെററാനിയ 
കോംപ്ലക്സം പ്ലാൻ പദേശംവരെ റയിൽവ പാർശ മാർഗ്ഗം നിർമ്മി 
ക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കാൻ വിജ്ഞാപനം ചെയ്തിരുന്ന ഭൂമി 
സർവ്വേ നടത്തിയതിൽ 4148 , 4152 എന്നീസർവ്വേ നമ്പരുകൾ റയിൽപ്പാത 
യിൽ നിന്നും മാറിയാണ് വരുന്നതെന്നും 

അതിനാൽ പ്രസ്തുത കാര്യ 
ത്തിന് ആവശ്യമില്ല എന്നും കാണുന്നു . 

അ തിനാൽ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് 
ആക്ററുപകാരം എടുത്ത നടപടികൾ പിൻവലിക്കേണ്ടിയിരിക്കുകയാണ്. 

By order of the Governor, 
K. SIVASANKARAN NAIR , 
Additional Secrelary . 
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Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 9th December 1980 . 
PART I 


Section is 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Fisheries and Ports ( B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O.( P) No. 132 /80 /F . & PD . Dated , Trivandrum , 17th November 1980 . 

S. R. O No. 1165/80 - The following draft of the rules to amend the 
Kerala State Ports Harbour Craft Rules , 1970 which the Government of 
Kerala propose to make in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1) 
of section 6 of the Indian Ports Act , 1908 (Central Act 15 of 1908) , is here 
by published for general information as required by subsection (2) of the 
said section ; 

Notice is hereby given that the said draft will be taken up for 
consideration on or after 17-1-1981 and that any objections or suggestions 
which may be received from any person with respect to the said draft before 
the date specificd above will be considered by the Government; 

Objections or suggestions, if any , shall be addressed to the Special 
Secretary to Government, Fisheries and Ports Department, 

Secretariat, 
Trivandrum - 1 . 


DRAFT RULES 


1. These rules may be called the Kerala State Ports Harbour Craft 
(Amendment) Rules, 1980 . 

2. In the Kerala State Ports Harbour Craft Rules, 1970 , 
(1) in schedule I, - 

(a ) in the entries under the head ( A ) - In Respect Of Harcour 
Craft Propelled By Mechanical Power" , after the word " Kodudgalloor " 
in column 1 and the entries against it in columns 2 and 3, the following 
shall respective y be inserted , namely: 

" Kovalam - Vizhinjam Director of Ports Government" 

(b ) in the entries under the head " B - In Respect Of Harbour 
Crafts , Other Than Those Propelled By Mechanical Power ” , after the word 
" Kodungallor” in column 1 and the entries against it in columns 2 and 3 , 
the following shall respectively be inserted , namely : -- 

" Kovalam - Vizhinjam Port Conservator Director of Ports" 
G. 1709 
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(2) in schedule II, after the entry " Kodungallur” in column (1) 
and the entry against it in column (2), the following entries shall respectively 
be inserted , namely : 
"Kovalam Vizhinjam KV ” 

By order of the Governor , 

D. BABU PAUL , 

Special Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
In Government Notification No. 6270 /B1 /76 /DD dated 2-7-1977 , 
Kovalam - Vizhinjam was declared as a minor port. Government have 
now decided to assign the letters " KV" to the boats 

which are to be 
registered for Kovalam - Vizhinjam Port. The above notification is intended 
to achieve this object. 


Kerala Gazette No. 49 dated 9th December 1980 . 
PARTI 


Section iv 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Development ( T ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 


No. 19470 /T1/80 /DD . 


Dated, Trivandrum , 4th November 1980 . 


I 


SR. O. No. 1166 80 . – Whereas the Government of Kerala have 
appointed a Commission as per Notification G. ) (MS) No. 80 /78 /DD dated 
the 30th May , 1978 , published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 
he 20 h June, 1478 fort e purpose ofmaking an inquiry into a definite 

aner of public importance, namely, the socio -economic conditions of 
S.h :duled Castes anu Scheduled Tribes in the State of Kerala ; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are of opinion that all the 
provisions of the Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 , (Central Act 60 of 1952) 
should be made applicable to the said Commission ; 

Now , herefore , in exercise of the p wers conferred by section 11 of the 
Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952 ) the Government 
of Kerala hereby direct that all the provisions of the said Act shall apply to 
the said Commission . 

Explanatory Note 
Government consider that it is necessary to vest the Commission with 
the powers of the Commission of Inquiry Act , 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952) 
for the collection of the data for the preparation of the report of the Commi 
ssion . The notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


II 


S. R. O. No. 1167/80. — Whereas the Government of Kerala have 
apj ointed a Commissi n as per Notif cati n G. O. M ) No. 80/78 /DD dated 
the 30th May, 1978 , published n Part 1 of the Kerala G zette No. 25 dated 
ihr 20 h June, 1978 for the purpose of making an inquiry into the socio 
economic conditions of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes in the State 
of Kerala as per the termsof reference specified in the said notification ; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala as per notification I No. 
19470 /T1/80 /DD dated 4-11-1980 have directed that all the provisions of the 
Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952) shall apply to 
the said Commission ; 
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(2) in schedule II, after the entry " Kodungallur” in column (1) 
and the entry against it in column (2 ), the following entries shall respectively 
be inserted , namely : 
" Kovalam Vizhinjam KV ” 

By order of the Governor , 

D. BABU PAUL 
Special Secretary. 


Explanatory Note 
In Government Notification No. 6270 /B1/76 /DD dated 2-7-1977 , 
Kovalam - Vizhinjam was declared as a minor port. Government have 
now decided to assign the letters " KV" to the boats 

which are to be 
registered for Kovalam - Vizhinjam Port. The above notification is intended 
to achieve this object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Development ( T ) Department 

NOTIFICATIONS 


No. 19470 /T1/80 /DD . 


Dated, Trivandrum , 4th November 1980 . 


I 


S R. O. No. 1166 80 . - Whereas the Government of Kerala have 
appointed a Commission as per Notification G. (MS) No. 80 /78 /DD dated 
the 30th May , 1978 , published in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 25 dated 
he 20 h June , 1978 for the purpose of maki g an inquiry into a definite 

atter of public importance, namely, the socio -economic conditions of 
Shduled Castes anu Scheduled Tribes in the State ofKerala ; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are ol opinion that all the 
provisions of the Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 , (Central Act 60 of 1952) 
should be made applicable to the said Commission ; 

Now , h -refore , in exercise of the pwers conferred by section 11 of the 
Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 ( Central Act 60 of 1952 ) the Government 
of Kerala hereby direct that all the provisions of the said Act shall apply to 
the said Commission . 


Explanatory Note 
Government consider that it is necessary to vest the Commission with 
the powers of the Commission of Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952) 
for the collection of the data for the preparation of the report of the Con mi 
ssion. The notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


II 
S. R. O. No. 1167/80.- Whereas the Government of Kerala have 
api ointed a Commissi n as per Notif cati n G. O. M ) No. 80/78 /DD dated 
the 30th May , 1978 , published n Part 1 of the Kerala G zette No. 25 dated 
ihr 20 h June, 1978 for the purpose of making an inquiry into the socio 
economic conditions of Scheduled Castes and Scheduled Tribes in the State 
of Kerala as per the termsof reference specified in the said notification ; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala as per notification T No. 
19470 /T1/80 /DD dated 4-1:1-1980 have directed that all the provisions of the 
Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952) shall apply to 
the said Commission ; 
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And whereas, having regard to the nature of the inquiry to be made by 
the Commission and the other circumstances relating to that inquiry, the 
Government are of opinion that all the provisions of subsections (2 ) to (5 ) 
of section 5 of the Commissions of Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952) 
should also bemade applicable to the said Commission ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsection (1 ) of 
section 5 of that Act, the Government of Kerala hereby direct that all the 
provisions of subsections ( 2) to ( 5 ) of section 5 of the said Act shall apply 
to the said Commission . 

Explanatory Note 
Government consider that it is necessary to vest the Commission with all 
the powers under subsection ( 2 ) to (5 ) of Section 5 of the Commissions of 
Inquiry Act, 1952 (Central Act 60 of 1952 ) for collecting the data for the 
preparation of the report. The notification is intended to achieve the above 
object. 


By order of the Governor, 

J. S. BADHAN , 
Special Secretary, 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. G. O. (Rt.) 1276 /80 /LBR . Dated , Trivandruin , 8th September 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1168/80 .-- In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
87 read with section 91- A of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 
(Central Act 34 of 1948) , the Government of Kerala , in consultation with the 
Èmployees State Insurance Corporation hereby exempt the Cannanore 
Weavers Industrial Co-operative Society Limited (No. H. L. Ind . C. 3), 
P.O. Chirakkal, Cannanore-11 from the operation of the provisions of the 
said Act for a period from 30-5-1976 to 31-10-1976 , subject to the following 
conditions, namely: 

1. The aforesaid society wherein the employees are employed shall 
maintain a register showing the names and designations of the employees 
exempted ; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from which 
exemption granted by this notification operates ; 

3. The contribution for the exempted period , if already paid, shall 
not be refunded ; 

4 . The employer of the said society shall submit in respect of the 
period during which that society was subject to the operation of the said 
Act (hereinafter referred to as the said period ), such returns in such form and 
containing such particulars as were due from it in respect of the said period 
under the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 ; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection (1 ) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised 
in this behalf shall , for the purposes of - 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act ; or 

(ii) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as 
required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950 for 
the said period ; or 

( iii ) ascertaining whether the employces continue to be entitled to 
the benefits provided by the employer in cash and kind being benefits in 
considerations ofwhich exemption is being granted under this notifications; or 
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( iv ) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act 
had been complied with during the period when such provisions were in force 
in relation to the said society be empowered to : 

(a ) require the principal or immediate employer to furnish to 

him such information as he may consider necessary; or 
(b ) enter any factory, establishment, office or other premises 

occupied by such principal or immediate employer at 
any reasonable time and require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such Inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine such documents, books and other 
documents relating to the employment of persons and 
payment of wages or to furnish to him such information as 

he may consider necessary ; or 
(c) examine the principal or immediate employer his agent or 

servant or any person found in such factory , establishment, 
office or other premises, or any person whom the said 
Inspector or other official hag reasonable cause to believe 

to have been an employer ; or 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account 

book or other documents maintained in such factory 
establishment, office or other premises. 


By order of the Governor , 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary. 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

The Secretary the Cannanore Weavers Industrial Co-operative Society 
Limited P. O. Chirakkal, Cannanore has requested for exeinption from the 
operation of the Employees State Insurance Act for the period from 30-5-1976 
to 31-10-1976 . 

Government have considered the request and decided to 
grant the exemption . This notification is to achieve the above object . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


KERALA STATE LOTTERIES Rules 1977 --ISSUED AS PER G. O. (P ) 
12 /77 / TD dated 28-1-1977 – AMENDMENT TO RULE 36 

ORDERS ISSUED 


TAXES ( E ) DEPARTMENT 
G , O. MS. 91/80 /TD . 

Dated , Trivandrun , 17th November 1980. 


Read :-1. G. O. ( P ) 12/ 77 /TD dated 28-1-1977. 
2 . From the Director of State Lotteries letter No. Estt. 

1/ 10308/80 /DSL dated 8-8-1930 . 


ORDER 


S. R. O. No. 1169/ 80. - Rule 36 of the Kerala State Lutteries Rules 1977 
issued in the G. O. read as ist paper above will be substituted by the 
following : 

“ 36. A person who purchase tickets worth Rs. 100 or more at a 
time from the various offices of the Lotteries Department is treated as 
casual agents . The benefits allowed to authorised agents shall not be 
available to casual agents except the 20 % coinmission allowed at the time of 
purchasing the tickets” . 


By order of the Governor, 

V. SAROJINI, 
Under Secretary . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (H ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (P ) No. 100 /80 /Home. Dated , Trivandrum , 27th October 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 1170 /80. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 2 of the Kerala Public Services Act, 1968 (19 of 
1968), the Government of Kerala hereby make the following further amend 
ments to the Special rules for the Kerala General Service, relating to the 
posts in the Forensic Science Laboratory , issued in G. O (P ) 80 /71/Home 
dated the 26th May, 1971, namely : 

AMENDMENTS 
1. ( a ) These Rules may be called the Special Rules for the Kerala 
General Service relating to the posts in the Forensic Science Labyratory 
(Amendment) Rules, 1980. 

(b ) They shall come in to force at once 
2. In the Special Rules for the Kerala General Service relating to 
the posts in the Forensic Science Laboratory : 

(a ) in rule 1, after category 1, the following category shall be 
inserted , namely : 

“ 1A - Joint Director" 
(b ) in rule 2 
( 1) in sub - rule (a ) 

item (i) in 

column (2 ) under the headin ; 
“ Method of Appointment" against category 1 Director 

the following item shall be substituted , namely : 
" (i) Promotion from the category of Joint Director" ; 
(ii ) after category 1 " Director " in column (1) and the 

entrics against it in column (2 ) the following 
categ ry and entries shall respectively be inserted , 

namely : 
" IA . Joint Director 

Promotion from the category 

of Assistant Directors" . 
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(2) in sub -rule (b ), after the words “ Promotion to the posts of 
Director in the opening portion the words " and Joint Director" shall 
be inserted . 

(c) in rule 3, after the words " The appointing authority for 
the post of Director ” in the opening portion , the words " ant for the 
post of Joint Director" shall be inserted . 


By order of the Governor, 

J. S. JESUDHASAN, 

Special Secretary . 
Explanatory Note 
( This note is not part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
the general purport ) . 

A post of Joint Director was created in the Forensic Science Laboratory 
in the Police Department. This is a new post and the Special Rules do 
not provide for the qualification , method of appointment etc. of the post. 
It has been decided to include the above post also in the Special Rules 
by an amendment. 

This above notification is intended to achieve this object . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Forest Miscellaneous) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 79185/FM3/80 /AD . 

Dated , Trivandren, 7th October 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1171/80 .--In exercise of the p wers conferred by 
clause (a ) of subsection (1) ofsction 1 of the Wild Life ( Protection ) Act, 
1972 (Central Act 53 of 1972). and in supersession of the Notification 
No. 35475 /FM3/75 /AD date the 5th Juls , 1975 , published as S. R. O. 
No. 799/75 in the Kerala Gazette No. 36 dated the 16th September, 1975 , 
the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the Chief Conservator of 
Forests (Wild Life) as the Chief Wild Lile Warden for the purposes of the 
said Act. 

By order of the Governor , 
K. V. VIDYADHARAN , 

Special Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

By Notification No. 35475/ FM3/75 /AD dated 5th July, 1975 (S. R. O. 
No. 799/75) the Government appointed the Conservator of Forest , 
Wild Life as the Chief Wild Life Warden for purpose of the Wild Life 
( Protection ) Act, 1972 (Central Act 53 of 1972). The Government in 
G. O. M $ .277180 /GAD dated 5-7-1980 kept in abeyance the Cad :e post 
of Conservator of Forests , Wild Life and accorded sanction for the creation 
of a temporary ex cadre post of Chief Wild Life Warden the grade of 
Chief Conservator of Fiests which was later redesignated as Chief 
Conservator of Fores s (Wild Litc). It is thcrelore considered necessary 
that the Chief Conservator of Fo ests (Wild Live) should be a pointed 
as Chief Wild Lite Warden fr purpose of the Wild Life (Protection Act, 
by means of a notification under clause (a ) of subsection (1) of section 4 
of that Act. The notification is intended to ach eve the above purpose. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Law (G4) Department 
NOTIFICATION 


No. 16623,G4/80 Law . 

Dated , Triandrum 25th November 1980 

4th Agrahay ana, 1902 . 
S.R.O. No. 1172 /80. - In exercise of the powers onferred by Section 
75. f the Kerala Court Fees and Suits Valuation Act, 1959 ( 10 of 1960 ), 
the Government of Kerala hereby remit the Court fees chargeable under 
item 7 Schedule 1 for obtaining the certificate under the Indian Succession 
Act 1925 to receive Compensation by the legal heirs of the men on board 
the missing ship " M. V. Kairali ” from the Shipping Corporation et Cochin . 


By order of the Governor , 
M.HAMEED HASSAN , 
Additional Law Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicato 
its general pui port) . 

It is decided in public interest to give remission of court fee chargeable 
for obtaining succession certificate for claiming compensation by the legal 
heirs of themen on the board the missing ship M . V. Kairali from the 
Kerala Shipping Corporation Cochin. Thenotification is for the purpose of 
achieving the ove object. 
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കേരള 11:ർക്കാർ 
തദ്ദേശസ്വയംഭരണവും സാമൂഹ്യക്ഷേമവും ചട്ടങ്ങൾ) വകുപ്പ 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 11082/1/80 ചട്ടങ്ങൾ എൽ. എ . & എസ്. ഡബ്ലിയു . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1980ജൂലൈ4 . 
എസ്. ആർ. ഒ . നമ്പർ 611/ 80. - 1979 - ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ ഭരണ ആക്റ് 
(1980 - ലെ 7) 5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ), ( 2), ( 3) എന്നീഉപവകുപ്പുകളും 7 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 
(1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിലെ ( ബി ) എന്ന ഖൺഡവും 75 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപ 
വകുപ്പുംമൂലം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച്, കേരള സർക്കാർ, 
ഇതിനാൽ താഴെ പറയുന്ന ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നു ; അതായത്: 


ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 


1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരം ( പാരംഭവും- (1) ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങൾക്ക് 1980 - ലെ കേരള 
ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലുകൾ ( ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെ എണ്ണം നിർണ്ണയിക്കലും പട്ടിക 
ജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാ ക്കുംവേണ്ടി സീററുകൾ സംവാണ 
ചെയ്യലും) ചട്ടങ്ങൾ എന്ന് പേർ പറയാം. 

( 2) അവ ഉടൻതന്നെ പാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
2 . നിർവ്വചനങ്ങൾ -ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ സന്ദർഭം മററുവിധത്തിത് ആവശ്യ 
പ്പെടാത്തപക്ഷം 
(1) "ആക്ററ 99 

എന്നതിന് 

1979 - ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ ഭരണ ആക്ററ് 
(1980 - ലെ 7) എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( 2) “ ഫാറം എന്നതിന് ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങളുടെ അനുബന്ധമായി ചേർത്തി 
ട്ടുളള ഒരു ഫാറം എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( 3) “ തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ എന്നതിന് 1951 - ലെ ജനിപാ തി 
നിദ്ധ്യ ആക oo ൽ ( 1951 - ലെ 43 -ാം ..ചന്ദ് ആക്ററ്) നിർവ്വചിച്ചിട്ടുളള 
സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ ചീഫ് ഇലക്ടറൽ ആഫീസർ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

(4 ) ജനസംഖ്യ എന്നതിന് സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ സെൻസസ്ഓപ്പറേഷൻ 
ഡയറക്ടർ (പസിദ്ധീകരിച്ച അവസാ: 

റത്തെ കാനേഷുമാരി കണക്കുകളിൽ 
കാണിച്ചിട്ടുളള ജില്ലയിലെ ജനസംഖ്യ എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

3. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലേക്ക് തെരഞ്ഞെടുക്കേണ്ട അംഗസംഖ്യ നിർണ്ണയി 
ക്കൽ. ഈ ആകാറ" ( പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വന്നതിനുശേഷം കഴിയുന്നതും വേഗം 
സർക്കാർ ഓരോജില്ലയിലേയും ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലേക്ക് രഞ്ഞെടു ക 
പ്പെടേണ്ട അംഗങ്ങളുടെഎണ്ണം നിർണ്ണയിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് (പസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 4 -ാം 
വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള ഒരു വിജ്ഞാപനം ഗസററിൽ പ്രസി 
ദ്ധീകരിക്കണ്ടതാണ്. 
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എണ്ണം 


4. പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കുളള സീററു സംവരണം. - ഒരു ജില്ലാ കൗൺസി 
ലിലെ സീററുകളുടെഎണ്ണം 

സർക്കാർ പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 4 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 
(1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം നിശ്ചയിക്കുമ്പോൾ, പ്രസ്തുത ജില്ലാ കൗൺസി 
ലിനു വേണ്ടി നിശ്ചയിട്ടുളള സീററുകളുടെ മൊത്തം എണ്ണത്തിൽ നിന്നും 
പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കുവേണ്ടി 

സംവരണം ചെയ്യേണ്ട സീററുകളുടെ 
ആക്ററിൻറ 5 -ാം വകുപ്പ് ( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം സർക്കാർ തീരുമാനിക്കേ 
ണ്ടതും, 3 -ാം ചട്ടപകാരം പസിദധീകരിക്കുന്ന വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൽ 

ആയത് 
കാണിച്ചിരിക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

5 . പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കുളള സീററു സംവരണം. - പതിനായിരമോ 
അതിലധികമോ പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാരുളള ഓരോ ജില്ലയിലും ജില്ലാ 

കൗൺസി 
ലിലെ സീററുകളിൽ ഒരെണ്ണം 

സർക്കാർ പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കു വേണ്ടി 
സംവരണംചെയ്യേണ്ടതും, 3 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരം പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിക്കുന്ന വിജ്ഞാ 
പനത്തിൽ ആയത് കാണിച്ചിരിക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 
6 . പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാ 

കും വേണ്ടി 

സംവരണം 
ചെയ്യേണ്ട ഡിവിഷൻ ഡിവിഷനുകൾ നിശ്ചയിക്കൽ.- (1 ) ( പസ്തുത 
ആക്ററ് 5 -ാം വകുപ്പ്( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം ഒരു ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിൽ 
പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കുവേണ്ടി സംവരണംചെയ്യേണ്ട സീററുകളുടെഎണ്ണം സർക്കാർ 
തീരുമാനിച്ചുകഴിഞ്ഞതിനുശേഷം തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പു ഡയറ്കടർ 
( എ ) ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിൽഎത സീററുകളുണ്ടോ അതയും ഡിവിഷ 

നുകളായി ജില്ലയെ വിഭജിക്കേണ്ടതും ഓരോ ഡിവിഷൻറയും 
ജനസംഖ്യ കഴിയുന്നിടത്തോളം അമ്പതിനായിരത്തിനടുപ്പിച്ച് 
വരത്തക്ക രീതിയിലും ഒരു പഞ്ചായത്തുപദേശമോ ഒരു മുൻസി 
പ്പാലിറ്റിയിലെ വാർഡോഅഥവാ ഒരു സിററിയുടെ ഡിവിഷനോ 
രണ്ടോ അതിലധികമോ ഭാഗങ്ങളായി വിഭജിക്കാതിരിക്കത്തക്കവിധ 
ത്തിലും ഇത്തരത്തിലുളള ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെ അതിരുകൾ നിർ 

യിക്കണ്ടതും; 
( ബി ) ജില്ലയിലെ എല്ലാ ഡിവിഷനുകളിലും വച്ച് പട്ടിക ജാതിക്കാ 

രുടെ സംഖ്യ ഏറ്റവും കൂടുതൽ ഉള്ള ഡിവിഷൻ ഡി പിഷനുകൾ 
4 -ാം ചട്ടി പ്രകാരം പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്ക് സംവരണം ചെയ്യേണ്ടതായി 
ജില്ലയിലെ ഡിവിഷൻ അഥവാ ഡിവിഷനുകളായി നിശ്ചയി 

ക്കേണ്ടതുംഅപകാരം സംവരണംചെയ്യേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 
( 2 ) ഒരു ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ ഒരു സീറ് 5 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരം പട്ടിക 
വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്ക് സംവരണംചെയ്തിട്ടുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ ആ ജില്ലയിലെ ഡിവിഷനു 
കളിൽവച്ച് പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാരുടെ ജനസംഖ്യ ഏററവും 

കുടുതലുളള ഡിവി 
ഷൻ പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കുവേണ്ടി തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ 
ചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്. 


സംവരണം 


7. ഡിവിഷനുകൾ രൂപീകരിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കും 

പട്ടിക 
വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും വേണ്ടി സീററുകൾ സംവരണം ചെയ്തുകൊണ്ടുമുളള 
നിർദ്ദേശങ്ങൾ പരസ്യപ്പെടുത്തൽ. - ഡിവിഷനുകൾ നിർണ്ണയിക്കലും പട്ടിക 
ജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും വേണ്ടി സീററുകൾ സംവരണംചെയ്യലും 
സംബന്ധിച്ച നിർദ്ദേശങ്ങൾ , (പസ" തു ത നിർദ്ദേശങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളും അഭിപ്രായങ്ങളുംക്ഷണിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് 1-ാംനമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിലുളള 
ഒരു നോട്ടീസു സഹിതം തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ്" ഡയറക്ടർ ഗസററിൽ പരസ്യപ്പെടു 

ണ്ടതാ .Tra . 


3 


തെ 


8 . ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെ പരിധി നിർണ്ണയിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ള അവസാന ഉത്തര 
വുകൾ . - 7 -ാം ചട്ടിപകാരമുള്ള നോട്ടീസനുസരിച്ച് പൊതുജനങ്ങളിൽ നിന്നും 
ലഭിച്ച എല്ലാആക്ഷേപങ്ങളും അഭിപ്രായങ്ങളും നോട്ടീസിൽ തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പി 
ഡയറക്ടർ (പത്യേകംപറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള തീയതിക്കുശേഷം അദ്ദേഹം പരിഗണി 
ക്കേണ്ടതും, ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെ പരിധി നിർണ്ണയിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും 

ജില്ലാകൗൺ 
സിലിൽ പട്ടിക ജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും വേണ്ടി ഡിവിഷനുകൾ 
സംവരണം ചെയ്തുകൊണ്ടുമുള്ള അവസാന ഉത്തരവുകൾ അദ ദേഹംപാസ്സാ 
ക്കേണ്ടതും അത് ഫാറം 2 - ൽ പരസ്യപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതുമാണ്”. 

9. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലുകളുടെ ഡിവിഷൻ പുനപരിശോധിക്കൽ. - ഒരു 
പുതിയ കാനേഷുമാരി കണക്കെടുപ്പിനുശേഷം സംസ്ഥാനത്തെ സെൻസസ 
ഒാപ്പറേഷൻ ഡയറക്ടർ അ തിൻറ കംക്കുകൾ 

പസിദ്ധീകരിച്ചതിനു 
തൊട്ടടുത്തു വരുന്ന ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലേയ്ക്കുളള ഒരു സാധാരണ 
ടുപ്പാ നടത്തുന്നതിനു മുമ്പായി 3 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരം പ്രസ്തുത ജില്ലാകൗൺസി 
ലിലേക്ക് നിശ്ചയിച്ചിട്ടുളള അംഗങ്ങളുടെഎണ്ണവും 4-9, 5 -ം ചട്ടങ്ങൾ പ്രകാരം 
യഥാക്രമം പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും വേണ്ടി സംവരണം 
ചെയ്യപ്പെടേണ്ട സീററുകളുടെഎണ്ണവും പുതിയ ജനസംഖ്യയുടെ അടിസ്ഥാന 
ത്തിൽ പുതുക്കി 

നിശ്ചയിക്കേണ്ടത ആവശ്യമാണെന്ന് കാണുന്നപക്ഷം 
സർക്കാർ അപകാരംചെയ്യേണ്ടതും അതിനുശേഷം തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക ടർ 
ആ ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ ഡിവിഷനുകൾ അതനുസരിച്ച് പുനഃസംഘടിപ്പി 
ക്കേണ്ടതും ആകുന്നു . 

ഫാറം 1 

നോട്ടീസ 
( 7 -ാം ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 

ജില്ലയിലെ ജില്ലാകൗൺസിലിലേക്ക് അംഗങ്ങളെ തെര 
ഞെടുക്കുന്നതിനായി ഇതിനോട് അനുബന ധമായി ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയി 
വിശദമായി വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള അതിരുകളാടുകൂടി 
ഡിവിഷനുകളായി ജില്ലയെ വിഭജിക്കുന്നതിനു ഉദ ° ദേശിക്കുന്നതിനാലും 
| പസ്തുത, . ഡിവിഷനുകളിൽ വച്ച് 

ക നമ്പർ 
നമ്പറുകൾ ഉളള ഡിവിഷൻ ഡിവിഷനുകൾ പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കും. 
( കമനമ്പർ ഉളള ഡിവിഷൻ പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും വേണ്ടി, ആ ജില്ലയിലെ 
എല്ലാ ഡിവിഷനുകളിലുംവച്ച് പ്രസ്തുത ഡിവിഷനുകളിൽ അതതു സംഗതി 
പോലെ ഏറ്റവും കൂടുതൽ പട്ടികജാതിക്കാരും പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാരും ഉദ്യ 
തിനാൽ സംവരണംചെയ്യേണ്ടിയിരിക്കുന്നതിനാലും; 
താഴെ ഒപ്പിട്ടിട്ടുളള ആൾ. 

തീയതിയിലോ അതിന 
ശേഷമോ മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ള നിർദ ദേശങ്ങൾവീണ്ടും പരിഗണിക്കുന്നതാണെന്നും 
മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ നിർദ്ദേശങ്ങൾ സംബന്ധിച്ച് ജില്ലയിലെ ഡിവിഷനിലെ 
ഏതെങ്കിലും തൽപ്പരകക്ഷിക്ക്ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളോ അഭിപ്രായങ്ങളോ എന്തെങ്കിലു 
മുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അവ രേഖാമൂലം 19 .....- മാണ്ട് .... -ം തീയതിയാ അതിന 
മുൻപോ താഴെ ഒപ്പുവച്ചിട്ടുളള ആൾക്കു സമർപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്നും ഈ കാര്യ 
ത്തിൽ ഒരു അന്തിമ തീരുമാനമെടുക്കുന്നതിനു മുൻപായി ആ പ്രകാരം ലഭിച്ച 
ഇത്തരത്തിലുളള 

എല്ലാ ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളും അഭിപ്രായങ്ങളും പരിഗണിക്കുന്ന 
താണെന്നും 1979- ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ ഭരണ ഒക“ റ ” (1950 - ലെ 7 ) 7 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 
( 2) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം ഇതി നാര3 നോട്ടീസ് നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 


തിരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ, 


സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 


-- 


പേര 


പട്ടിക 
. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെ അതിർത്തി വിവരണം 
ഡിവിഷൻ 1 .. 

. (ഇവിടെ ഡിവിഷന്റെ പേര് ചേർക്കുക) 
അതിരുകളുടെ വിവരണം 
ഡിവിഷൻ 2 .. 

( ഇവിടെ ഡിവിഷന്റെ പേര് ചേർക്കുക) 
അ തിരുകളുടെ വിവരണം 

ഫാറം 2 

ഉത്തരവ് 

( 8 -ാം ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
1979 - ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ ഭരണ ആക്ററ് (1980- ലെ 7) 7 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2 ) എം 
ഉപവകുപ്പ് ( സി ) എന്ന ഖൺഡപകാരം, ഞാൻ 

.1980 - ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലുകൾ ( ഡിവിഷനുകളിലെ 
എണ്ണം നിർണ്ണയിക്കലും പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടിക് വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും വേണ്ടി 
സീററുകൾ സംവരണം ചെയ്യലും) ചട്ടങ്ങളിലെ 7 -ാം ചട്ടപ്രകാരമുളള നോട്ടീസ 
അനുസരിച്ച് ലഭിച്ച ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളും അഭിപ്രായങ്ങളും പരിഗണിച്ചശേഷം 

... ജില്ലയിലെ ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലേക്ക് 
അംഗങ്ങളെ തെരഞ്ഞെടുക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി. 

ജില്ലയിൽപ്പെട്ട 
(പദേശങ്ങൾ അനുബന്ധത്തിൽ കാണിച്ചിട്ടുളള അതിരുകളോടുകൂടി 
ഡിവിഷനുകളായി വിഭജിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് ഇതിനാൽ ഉത്തരവു പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കു 
കയും... 

.. -ാം കമനമ്പർ നമ്പരുകൾ ഉളള ഡിവിഷൻ ഡിവിഷനു 
കൾ പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കുവേണ്ടി സംവരണം ചെയ്യപ്പെട്ടതായും 
കമനമ്പരിലുളള ഡിവിഷൻ പട്ടിക വർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കുവേണ്ടി സംവരണം ചെയ്യ 
പ്പെട്ടതായും നിർണ്ണയിക്കുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

(ഒപ്പ്) 
തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പു ഡയറക്ടർ. 

പട്ടിക 
( ഇവിടെ ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെവിശദവിവരങ്ങളും അതിൻറ അതിരുകളില 
ചേർക്കുക.) 

ഗവർണ്ണരുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

എം , ദൺഡപാണി, 

സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി . 
വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
വി ജ ° ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . , എന്നാൽ 

അതിന്റെ പൊതു 
ഉദ്ദേശം വ്യക്തമാക്കുന്നതിനുദ° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്. ) 

1979 - ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ ഭരണ ആക്ററ് (1980- ലെ 7 ) | പകാരം രൂപീകരി 
ക്കുന്ന ജില്ലാകൗൺസിലുകളിൽ പട്ടികജാതിക്കാർക്കും പട്ടികവർഗ്ഗക്കാർക്കും 
സീററുകൾ സംവരണം പെയ്യുന്നതിനുളള മാനദൺഡം 5 -ാം വകുപ്പിലും അങ്ങനെ 
സംവരണം ചെയ്യപ്പെടേണ്ടതായ ജില്ലാകൗൺസിലുകളിലെ ഡിവിഷൻഅഥവാ 
ഡിവിഷനുകൾ നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട രീതിയിൽ തിരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പുഡയറക്ടർ നിശ്ച 
യിക്കേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് ആക്റ്ററിൻറ 7 -ാം വകുപ്പിലും വ്യവസ്ഥ ചെയ്യുന്നു . 
(പസ്തുത ആവശ്യം നിറാവാറുന്നതിനുദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ് ഈ 
റിട്ടം , 


. -ാം 


( ഇത് 


Reg . No. KL TV (N )/12 


Government of Kerala 

1980 
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18th Agrahayana 1902 


SECRETARIAT OF THE KERALA LEGISLATURE 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 10270 /LA4A /80 . 

Daled , Tritandrum , 9th December, 1939 . 
The Kerala Bonded Labour System (Abolition ) Repcal Bill, 1980 together 
with the Statement of Objects and Reasons and the Financial Memorandum 
is published , under Rulc 69 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business 
in the Kerala Legislative Assembly . 


Dr. R. PRASANNAN, 

Secretary , 
Legislative Assembly. 


FRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980 . 


Sixth Kerala Legislative Assembly 

Bill No. 49 


THE BONDED LABOUR SYSTEM (ABOLITION ) REPEAL 

BILL , 1980 


BILL 


to repeal the Bonded Labour System ( ulbolition ) Act , 1975 

Preamble.--WHEREAS it is considered necessary to repeal the Bonded 
Labour System ( Abolition ) Act, 1975 ; 

Be it enacted in the Thirty -first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 

1. Short title . - This Act may be called the Bonded Labour System 
( Abolition ) Repeal Act, 1980 . 

2. Repeal of Act 29 of 1975.— The Bonded Labour System (Abolition ) 
Act, 1975 ( 29 of 1975), is hereby repealed . 


STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
The Bonded Labour System (Abolition ) Act, 1975 (29 of 1975 ), was 
enacted by the State Legislature to provide for the abolition of the bonded 
labour system which prevailed in the districts of Kozhikode, Malappuram 
and Cannanore of the State, under which a land owner would advance money 
to a person belonging to a Scheduled Tribe on condition that he should 
render labour by himself or through members of his family , for a stipulated 
period either without wages or on payment of reduced wages . Parliament 
has subsequently enacted the Bonded Labour System (Abolition ) Act, 1976 
(Central Act 19 of 1976 ) . The Central Act which extends to the whole of 
India , is more comprehensive than the State Act and covers the bonded 
labour system abolished by the State Act. It is therefore, considered 
unnecessary to keep alive the State Act. 


2. The Bill is intended to achieve the above object. 


FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 


The Bill , if enacted and brought into operation , would not involve any 
cxpenditure from the Consolidated Fund of the State. 


M. K. KRISHNAN 


Reg . No. KL /TV (N ) /12 


Goverument of Kerala 

1980 
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[No. 1010 
18th Agrahayana 1902 


SECRETARIAT OF THE KERALA LEGISLATURE 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 10325 /LA4A /80 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th December, 1980 . 
The Kerala Cutchi Memons Bill, 1980 together with the Statement of 
Objects and Reasons and thic Financial Memorandum is published , under 
Rule 69 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the Kerala 
Legislative Assembly . 


Dr. R. PRASANNAN , 

Secretary , 
Legislative Assembly. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980 . 
33 /4777 /MC. 


Sixth Kerala Legislative Assembly 


Bill No. 51 


THE KERALA CUTCHI MEMONS BILL, 1980 


BILL 


to govern the matters of succession and inheritance of the Cutchi Memons in the State of 


kerala . 


Preamble .--WHEREAS it is expedient to unify the law governing matters 
of succession and inheritance of the Cutchi Memons in the State of Kerala . 


Be it enacted in the Thirty - first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 
1. Short title , extent and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the 
Kerala CutchiMemons Act, 1980 . 

( 2 ) It extends to the whole of the State of Kerala . 

(3 ) It shall come into force at once . 
2 . Cutchi Memons to be governed in certain matters by Muhammadan Law . - All 
Cutchi Memons in the State of Kerala shall , in matters of succession and 
inheritance, be governed by the Muhammadan Law . 

3. Repeal. — The Cutchi Memons Act, 1938 (Central Act 10 of 1938 ), 
as in force in the Malabar District referred to in sub -section (2 ) of section 5 
of the States Reorganisation Act,1956 (Central Act 37 of 1956 ), the Travancore 
Cutchi Memons Act, 1117 (XIV of 1117) , and the Cutchi Memons Act, 
IV of 1106 ( Cochin Act), are hereby repealed . 

STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
The law governing succession and inheritance of the Cutchi Memons 
in the State is now contained in the Travancore Cutchi Memons Act, 1117 
(XIV of 1117 ), the Cutchi Memons Act, IV of 1106 (Cochin Act), and the 
CutchiMemons Act , 1933 (Central Act 10 of 1938 ). It is considered expedient 
to have a single enactment applicable to the Cutchi Memons in the State. 

2. The Bill is intended to achieve the above object. 


FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 


The Bill when enacted and brought into operation would not involve 
any expenditure from the Consolidated Fund of the Staie . 


K. M. MANI 


2 /4776 /MC. 
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Government of Kerala 

1980 


KERALA GAZETTE 

EXTRAORDINARY 
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[No. 1042 


18th Agrahayana 1902 


SECRETARIAT OF THE KERALA LEGISLATURE 


- NOTIFICATION 


No. 10355 /LA4A /80 . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th December, 1980 . 
The Kerala Municipalities (Amendment) Bill, 1980 together with the 
Statement of Objects and Reasons and the financial Memorandum is pub 
lished , under Rule, 69 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in 
the Kerala Legislative Assembly . 


Dr. R. PRASANNAN , 

Secretary , 
Legislative Assembly. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY TIIE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980 . 


33 /4781/MC . 


Sixth Kerala Legislative Assembly 


Bill No. 53 


THE KERALA MUNICIPALITIES (AMENDMENT) BILL , 1980 


BILL 


further to amend the Kerala Municipalities Act , 1960. 

Preamble. - WHEREAS it is expedient further to amend the Kerala 
Municipalities Act, 1960, for the purpose hereinafter appearing; 

Be it enacted in the Thirty - first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 
1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the Kerala 
Municipalities (Amendment) Act, 1980 . 

( 2) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the 30th day of 
September, 1980 . 


2. Amendment of section 412. - In sub -section (2 ) of section 412 of the Kerala 
Municipalities Act, 1960 (14 of 1961) (hereinafter referred to as the principal 
Act), for the words " thirty months” , the words " forty -five months” shall be 
substituted . 


3. Repeal and saving.– ( 1) The Kerala Municipalities (Amendment) 
Ordinance , 1980 (5 of 1980 ), is hereby repealed . 

(2 ). Notwithstanding such repeal, anything done or any action taken 
under the principal Act as amended by the said Ordinance shall be deemed 
to have been done or taken under the principal Act as amdended by this 
Act . 


STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
According to sub - section ( 1) of section 412 of the Kerala Municipalities 
Act, 1960, when a municipality is constituted for the first time, the Govern 
ment may appoint a Special Officer to exercise the powers, discharge the 
duties and perform the functions of the municipal council and its chairman 
and commissioner . Sub -section (2 ) of that section provides that the Special 
Officer shall cause arrangements for the election to bemade so that the newly 
elected councillors may come into office on a day within six months or such 
further time, not exceeding thirty months as the Government may, by notifi 
cation in the Gazette, specify in this behalf , from the date on which the notifi 
cation declaring the area to be a municipality takes effect. 

2 /4780 /MC. 
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2. Government have declared the areas within the Kothamangalam Pan 
chayat and Manjeri Panchayat as municipalities with effect from the 1st day 
of April , 1978. The election of the councillors of those municipalities have 
been postponed by the Government by notifications issued from time to time 
under sub -section ( 2 ) of section 412 of the Act, till the 1st day of October ,, 
1980 . 


3. The election proposed to be conducted in September, 1980 , was post 
poned by the Government as representations against the present ward divisions 
and proposal for fresh delimitation were pending consideration of the Govern 
ment. The elections to the Kothamangalam and Manjeri Municipalities 
could not, therefore, be held in September, 1980 , as originally proposed . Since 
the date on which the councillors of the Kothamangalam and ManjeriMunici 
palities are to enter upon office had been postponed for an aggregate period 
of thirty months which is the maximum period allowed by sub -section (2 ) of 
section 412 of the Kerala Municipalities Act, 1960 , any further postponement 
of the date of election could be made only by amending that Act. 


4. As the Legislative Assembly was not in session and as the matter could 
not wait till the next session of the Legislative Assembly , the Kerala Munici 
palities (Amendment) Ordinance, 1980 (5 of 1980), was promulgated by the 
Governor on the 29th September , 1980, to achieve the above objcct. The 
Bill seeks to replace the Ordinance by an Act of the State Legislature . 


FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 


The Bill, if enacted and brought into operation , would not involve any 
expenditure from the Consolidated Fund of the State. 


N. S. UNNI 


Reg. No. KL/TV (N /12 


Government of Kerala 

1980 
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18th Agrahayana 1902 


SECRETARIAT OF THE KERALA LEGISLATURE 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 10353 /LA4/80. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th December, 1980. 
The Kerala Relief Undertakings (Special Provisions) Amendment 
Bill, 1980 together with the Statement of Objects and Reasons, the Financial 
Memorandum and the Memorandum regarding Delegated Legislation is 
published , under Rule 69 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business 
in the Kerala Legislative Assembly. 


DR . R. PRASANNAN , 

Secretary, 
Legislative Assembly. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980. 
33/4779/MC. 


Sixth Kerala Legislative Assembly 


Bill No. 52 


THE KERALA RELIEF UNDERTAKINGS (SPECIAL PROVISIONS) 

AMENDMENT BILL, 1980 


A 
BILL 


to amend the Kerala Relief Undertakings ( Special Provisions) Act, 1961. 

Preamble.--WHEREAS it is expedient to amend the Kerala Relief Under 
takings (Special Provisions) Act, 1961, for the purposes hereinafter appearing; 

Be it enacted in the Thirty - first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 
1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the Kerala 
Relief Undertakings (Special Provisions) Amendment Act, 1980 . 

(2 ) It shall be deemed to have com into force on the 21st day of 
November , 1980. 

2. Amendment of section 3. — In section 3 of the Kerala Relief Undertakings 
(Special Provisions) Act, 1961 (6 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the princi 
pal Act), in sub -section (2 ), for the words " five years” , the words " ten years" 
shall be substituted . 


3. Amendment of section 4. - In section 4 of the principalAct, - 
(a) after caluse (a ), the following clause shall be inserted , namely : 

" (aa) during the period in which the relief undertaking continues 
as such under sub -section (2 ) of section 3, any liability of the undertaking to 
pay tax under the Kerala General Sales Tax Act, 1963 (15 of 1963 ), incurred 
before the undertaking was declared a relief undertaking and any remedy 
for enforcing the payment thereof shall be suspended and all proceedings 
relating to the levy, assessment, collection and recovery of such tax pending 
before any court, tribunal, officer or authority shall be stayed ;" ; 

(b ) in clause (c), for the word , brackets and letter " clause (1) ” , in 
both the places where they occur, the words, brackets and letters " clause (aa ) 
or caluse (b )” shall be substituted . 

4. Repeal and Saving:-(1) The Kerala Relief Undertakings (Special 
Provisions) Amendment Ordinance, 1980 ( 10 of 1980), is hereby repealed . 

(2) Notwithstanding such repeal, anything done or any action taken 
under the principal Act as amended by the said Ordinance shall be deemed 
to have been done or taken under the principal Act as amended by this Act. 

2 /4778/MC. 
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STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
According to sub -section (2 ) of section 3 of theKerala Relief Undertakings 
(Special Provisions) Act, 1961 (6 of 1962), the maximum period for which an 
undertaking can be declared by the Government as a relief undertaking is 
five years. The policy of the Government is to pave the way for the revival 
of languishing industries by affording the maximum facilities possible. Ex 
perience has shown that a period of five years is not sufficient for the firm 
rehabilitation of an undertaking. It was, therefore, considered necessary 
to enhance the maximum period during which an undertaking may remain 
as a relief undertaking from five years to ten years. 

2 . It was also considered necessary that the Government should have 
! power to suspend the liability of an undertaking declared as a relief under 

taking for payment of sales tax incurred prior to such declaration and also to 
stay all proceedings relating to the levy, assessment, collection and recovery 
of such tax pending before any court, tribunal, officer or authority, during the 
period in which the relief undertaking continues as such . 

3. As the above proposals had to be given effect to immediately and as the 
Legislative Assembly was not in session , the Kerala Relief Undertakings 
(Special Provisions) Amendment Ordinance, 1980 (10 of 1980), was pro 
mulgated by the Governor on the 20th day of November, 1980. The Bill 
seeks to replace the Ordinance by an Act of the State Legislature. 

FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 


The Bill, if enacted and brought into operation , would not involve any 
expenditure from the Consolidated Fund of the State . 


MEMORANDUM REGARDING DELEGATED LEGISLATION 


Clause (aa) of section 4 proposed to be inserted by clause 3 of the Bill 
seeks to empower the Government to direct, by notification in the Gazette, 
that during the period in which a relief undertaking continues as such under 
sub -section (2) of section 3, any liability of the undertaking to pay tax under 
the Kerala General Sales Tax Act, 1963 (15 of 1963), incurred before the 
undertaking was declared a relief undertaking and any remedy for enforcing 
the payment thereof shall be suspended and all proceedings relating to the 
levy, assessment, collection and recovery of such tax pending before any Court, 
Tribunal, officer or authority shall be stayed . 

2. The matters mentioned above are of administrative nature only and 
therefore the delegation of legislative power is of a normal character. 


P. C. CHACKO 


Reg. No.KTVN / 11 


Government of Korek 

1980 
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SECRETARIAT OF THE KERALA LEGISLATURE 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 10388/LA4A /80 . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 9th December , 1980 . 
The Madras Commercial Crops Markets (Amendments) Bill, 1980 
together with the Statement of Objects and Reasons, and the Financial 
Memorandum is published, under Rule 69 of the Rules of Procedure and 
Conduct of Business in the Kerala Legislative Assembly . 


Dr. R. PRASANNAN, 

Secretary, 
Legislative Assembly. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980. 
33 /4783 /MC. 


Sixth Kerala Legislative Assembly 


Bill No. 55 


THE MADRAS COMMERCIAL CROPS MARKETS 

(AMENDMENT) BILL , 1980 


А 
BILL 


further to amend the Madras Commercial Crops Markets Act. 1933. 

Preamble .-- WHEREAS it is expedient further to amend the Madras 
Commercial Crops Markets Act, 1933, for the purposes hereinafter appearing ; 

Be it enacted in the Thirty -first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 

1. Short title and commencement.- (1) This Actmay be called the Madras 
Commercial Crops Markets (Amendment) Act, 1980. 

( 2 ) It shall be deemed to have come into force on the 15th day of 
November, 1980. 

2. Amendmentof section 11. - In sub-section (1) ofsection 11 of the Madras 
Commercial Crops Markets Act, 1933 (Madras Act XX of 1933) (hereinafter 
referred to as the principal Act), as in force in the Malabar district referred to 
in sub-section (2 ) of section 5 of the States Reorganisation Act, 1956 (Central 
Act 37 of 1956), for the Table , the following Table shall be substituted , namely: 

TABLE 


Name of commercial crop 


Rates 


(1) 


1. Arccanut 


(2 ) 
One rupee and fifty paise for 
every quintal of cured arecanuts or 
part thereof. 
Ten paise for every 1000 ripe or 
soaked arecanuts or part thereof. 
One rupee and fifty paise for 
every 1000 coconuts 

part 
thereof. 
One rupee and fifty paise for every 
quintal of by- products ( copra or 
desiccated coconuts ) 
thereof" . 


2 . 


Coconut and its products 


or 


or 


part 


3 


3. Repeal and saving.- (1) The Madras Commercial Crops Markets 
(Amendment) Ordinance, 1980 (7 of 1980), is hereby repealed. 

(2) Notwithstanding such repcal, anything donc or any action taken 
under the principal Act as amended by the said Ordinance shall bedeemed 
to have been done or taken under the principal Act as amended by this Act. 


STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
TheMalabar Market Committee constituted under the Madras Commer 
cial Crops Markets Act, 1933 is at present facing very serious financial 
difficulties as there is considerable deficit in its annual income when 
compared to annual expenditure. The annual income from the fees leviable 
under the said Act, comes to Rs. 5.13 lakhs whereas the expenditure on 
account of salaries and contingent charges alone comes to Rs. 6.9 lakhs. 
The rates of fees leviable under section 11 of the Act were fixed as early 
as in 1948 and are to low when compared with the present day price of 
commodities . Due to lack of resources, the Malabar Market Committee 
could not revise the salary of its employees on a par with the recent revision of 
pay of the State Government employees. The Committee has also to find 
out resources to meet the expenditure on account of the pension scheme of the 
employees and to raise funds required for developmental activities. It was 
therefore considered necessary to amend the Act to enhance the rates of fees 
leviable by Market Committees under the said Act. 

2. As the Legislative Assembly wasnot in session , the Governor promul 
gated the Madras Commercial Crops Markets (Amendment) Ordinance, 
1980 (7 of 1980) on the 14th day of November, 1980 to give effect to the 
above proposal. The Bill seeks to replace the Ordinance by an Act of the 
Legislature. 


FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 


The Bill, if enacted and brought into operation , would not involve any 
expenditure from the Consolidated Fund of the State . 


K , R. GOURI 


Reg. th , pora 


Curerament of Kaula 

1909 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (SSA ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 67692/SSA1/80/Home. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 9th December , 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 1200/80. - Whereas the District Magistrate , Alleppey 
has made an order as per Proceedings No. P7-72857/80 dated the 26th 
November , 1980, under sub -section (1) of section 23 of the Kerala Police Act, 
1960 (5 of 1961), prohibiting any procession or public assembly in Pulin 
cunnu , Champakulam and Nedumudy Villages within the limits of Pulin 
cunnu Police Station of Kuttanad Taluk and any procession or jathas or 
assemblies that are intended mainly to converge on the above said areas ; 

And whereas the said Order is due to expire on the 10th December, 


1980 ; 


And whereas theGorernment of Kerala consider that for the preservation 
of public peace it is necessary that the said order of the District Magistrate 
should continue to remain in force ; 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2 ) 
of section 23 of the Kerala Police Act, 1960 (5 of 1961), the Government of 
Kerala hereby direct that the said order shall remain in force for a further 
period of 30 days with effect on and from 10th December, 1980. 


By order of the Governor, 

K. V. Mordu, 
Additional Secretary to Government 


33/4784/MC 
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Explanatory Note 
The District Magistrate, Alleppey has reported that the law and order 
situation in the Pulincunnu , Nedumudy and Champakulam Villages conti. 
nue to be tense and the continuance of the prohibitory order issued by him 
is absolutely necessary for maintenance of peace in the area . Government 
are convinced of the necessity for the extension of the prohibitory order and 
the notification is intended to achieve the above object. 


TRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS , 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980 . 


Government of Kerala 

1990 
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SECRETARIAT OF THE KERALA LEGISLATURE 


NOTIFICATION 


No. 10324 /LA4/80 . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 9th December, 1980 . 
The Kerala Epidemic Diseases Bill, 1980 togetner with the Statement of 
Objects and Reasons, the Financial Memorandum and the Memorandum 
regarding Delegated Legislation is published , under Rule 69 of the Rules 
of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the Kerala Legislative Assembly . 


DR . R. PRASANNAN , 

Secretary, 
Legislative Assembly. 


PRINTED AND PUBLISHED BY THE S. G. P. AT THE GOVERNMENT PRESS, 

TRIVANDRUM , 1980. 


Sixth Kerala Legislative Assembly 


Bill No. 50 


THE KERALA EPIDEMIC DISEASES BILL , 1980 


A 
BILL 


to unify and amend the law relating to the better prevention of the spread of dange 

rous epidemic diseases in the State of Kerala. 

Preamble .- WHEREAS it is expedient to unify and amend the law relating 
to the better prevention of the spread of dangerous epidemic diseases in the 
State ofKerala ; 


Be it enacted in the Thirty-first Year of the Republic of India as follows: 

1 . Short title , extent and commencement.- (1) This Act may be called the 
Kerala Epidemic Diseases Act, 1980. 

(2) It extends to the whole of the State of Kerala . 

( 3) It shall come into force on such date as the Government may , 
by notification in the Gazette, appoint. 

2. Definitions. In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, 

(a ) dangerous epidemic disease” means any epidemic disease 
which the Governmentmay, by notification in the Gazette , declare to be a 
dangerous epidemic disease. 

(b ) " State" means the State of Kerala . 


3. Power to take special measures and prescribe regulations as to dangerous 
epidemic diseases.- (1) When at any time the Government are satisfied that 
the State or any part thereof is visited by, or threatened with , an outbreak of 
any dangerous epidemic disease, the Government, if they think that the 
ordinary provisions of the law for the time being in force are insufficient for 
the purpose,may take, or require or empower any person to take such measures 
and , by public notice, prescribe such temporary rules to be observed by the 
public or by any person or class of persons as may be deemed necessary to 
preventthe spread or outbreak of such disease , and may determine in what 
manner and by whom any expenses incurred (including compensation , if 
any) shall be defrayed . 

(2) In particular, and without prejudice to the generality of the 
foregoing provisions, the Government may take measures and , by notification 
in the Gazette make rules for the inspection of persons travelling by railway or 
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otherwise, and the segregation in hospital, temporary accommodation or 
otherwise, of persons suspected by the inspecting officer of being infected 
with any dangerous epidemic disease . 

(3) Every rule made under sub -section (2) shall be laid as soon as 
may be after it is made before the Legislative Assembly while it is in session 
for a total period of fourteen days which may be comprised in one session or 
in two successive sessions, and if before the expiry of the session in which it 
is so laid or the session immediately following , the Legislative Assembly makes 
any modification in the rule or decides that the rule should not be made, 
the rule shall thereafter have effect only in such modified form or be of no 
effect, as the case may be; so however that any such modification or annulment 
shall be without prejudice to the validity of anything previously done under 
that rule . 


4. Penalty .-- Any person disobeying any rule or order made under this 
Act shall be deemed to have committed an offence punishable under section 
188 of the Indian Penal Code (Central Act 45 of 1860) . 

5 . Protection of persons acting under this Act. - No suit , prosecution or other 
legal proceeding shall lie against any person for anything which is in good 
faith done or intended to be done under this Act or any rule made thereunder . 


6. Repeal. - The Epidemic Diseases Act, 1897 (Central Act 3 of 1897) 
as in force in the Malabar district referred to in sub -section (2 ) of section 5 
of the States Re-organisation Act, 1956 (Central Act 37 of 1956), the 
Epidemic Diseases Act, II of 1073 ( Travancore Act) and the Epidemic 
Diseases Act, I of 1072 (Cochin Act) are hereby repealed . 


STATEMENT OF OBJECTS AND REASONS 
The law relating to the prevention of the spread of dangerous epidemic 
diseases in the State is contained in the Epidemic Diseases Act, 1073 
( Travancore Act II of 1073 ), which is in force in the Travancore area of the 
State, the Epidemic Diseases Act, 1072 (Act I of 1072) which is in force in 
the Cochin area of the State and the Epidemic Diseases Act, 1897 ( Central 
Act 3 of 1897) , which is in force in the Malabar area of the State. It is 
considered necessary to enact 

a uniform law on the subject applicable 
throughout the State . 

2. The Bill seeks to achieve the above object. 


. 


FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM 


The Bill, if enacted and brought into operation , would not involve any 
expenditure from the Consolidated Fund of the State . 
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MEMORANDUM REGARDING DELEGATED LEGISLATION 

Sub -clause (3) of clause 1 of the Bill seeks to empower the Government to 
bring the Act into force on a date to be notified in the Gazette . Sub-clause (a) 
of clause 2 seeks to empower the Government to declare,by notification in the 
Gazette, any epidemic disease to be a dangerous epidemic disease. Sub 
clause (1) of clause 3 seeks to empower the Government in certain circum 
stances to take, or require or empower any person to take such measures and, 
by public notice, to prescribe such temporary rules to be observed by the 
public or by any person or class of persons as may be deemed necessary to 
prevent the spread or outbreak of any dangerous epidemic disease and to 
determine in what manner and by whom any expenses incurred shall be 
defrayed . Sub -clause (2) of clause 3 seeks to empower the Government to 
take measures and, by notification in the Gazette, make rules for theinspection 
of person travelling by railway or otherwise , and the segregation in hospital, 
temporary accommodation or otherwise, of persons suspected by the inspecting 
officer of being infected with any dangerous epidemic disease. 

2. The above are matters of procedure or administrative detail and 
the delegation oflegislative power is, therefore, of a normal character. 


VAKKOM PURUSHOTHAMAN 


Reg. No.KLTVO 


Comment of Kerala 


KERALA GAZETTE 
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PUBLISHED BY AUTHORITY 


9th December 1980 
Vol. XXV ] Trivandrum , Tuesday, 

[No. 1037 
18th Agrahayana 1902 (Saka) 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Public Works ( D ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 53422 /D1 /80 /PW . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th December 1980 . 
Whereas in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (1) of Article 258 
of the Constitution , the President has in notification No. 2/4 /63/Judl. II 
dated 31-5-1963 entrusted the Government of Kerala with their consent the 
functions of the Central Government under the Kerala Land Acquisition 
Act, 1961 (Act 21 of 1962); in relation to the acquisition of lands for the 
purpose of the Union , in the Kerala State ; 

And, whereas it appears to the Government of Kerala that the lands 
specified in the schedule below are needed or are likely to be needed for a 
public purpose , to wit for the improvements of NH 47 at Pattikkad area 
notice to that effect is hereby given to all whom it may ) concern , in 
accordance with the provisions of section 3 (1) of the said Act. 

Under subsection (4 ) of section 19 of the said Act, the Government 
direct that in view of the urgency of the case , the provisions of section 5 of 
the Act, shall not apply to this case . 

erommreism , 258-0 . Malº ( 1) -5 . cum woo3 mosons onwia 
ങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് രാഷ്ട്രപതി, യൂണിയന്റെ ആവശ്യങ്ങൾക്കായി കേരള 
MonºLoomom ഭൂമി 

വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതു സംബന്ധിച്ചിടത്തോളം 
1961 -me Gang mºlemas: 31° mano " ( 1962-11 21-0 . Modº00º) 
( പകാരം കേന്ദ്ര ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറ Inodoro A.D. 31.5.1963-5 . 09:03 
vloe 2/4 /63 /Judl. II mmu8 noms ( 1900. 0008 Jan30100 m 
ഗവൺമെന്റിന്റെ സമ്മതത്തോടുകൂടി രമേൽപ്പിച്ചിരിക്കയാലും; 

33 /4759/J 
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താഴെ കാണിച്ചിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള ഭൂമി ഒരു പൊതുകാര്യ 
ിന്, അതായത് പട്ടിക്കാട് ഭാഗത്ത് NH 47 വികസിപ്പിക്കുന്നതിന് ആവശ്യ 
മുണ്ടെന്നോ, ആവശ്യമുണ്ടാകാനിടയുണ്ടെന്നോ, കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറിന് തോന്നുന്ന 
തിനാലും അതിനുളള നോട്ടീസ് അതു സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന എല്ലാവർക്കും 
മേപ്പടി ആക്ററ് 3 (1) എന്ന വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകളനുസരിച്ച് ഇതിൽ 
നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 

ടി ആക്ററ് 19 -ാം വകുപ്പ്(4) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറ 
പസ്തുത സംഗതിയുടെ അടിയന്തിരസ്ഥിതി പരിഗണിച്ച് ടി ആക്റ് 
5 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ ഈ പൊന്നുംവില നടപടിക്ക് ബാധകമല്ലെന്ന് 
നിർദ്ദേശിച്ചിരിക്കുന്നതിനാൽ ആ 

വിവരം ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട എല്ലാവർക്കും 
ഇതിനാൽ നൽകിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 


Taluk - Trichur 


SL . 
No. 


SCHEDULE 
District - Trichur 

Village - Pananchery 
(The extent given is approximate) 
Survey Description 

Extent in 
No. 

Hectare 
793/3 Part 

Dry 

: 0.0015 
2790/1 Part 

0.0070 
2791, 1 Part 

0.0160 
Total extent 0.0245 


1 
2 
3 
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By order of the Governor , 

P. SOUMINI, 
Joint Scoretary. 


ERRATUM DECLARATION 


No. 53425/D1/80/Pw. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 5th December 1980. 
In para 3 and 4 of the Declaration under section 6 of the K. L. A 
Act 1961 (Act 21 of 1962) approved in Government No. 1578 /D1/80 /PW . 
dated 14-1-1930 and published as Kerala Gazette Extraordinary No. 26 
dated 14-1-1980 ( Page 1 to 4) relating to the acquisition of lands for con 
struction of Trivandrum --Neyyattinkara Bye-pass of NH 47 (First stage 
Kazhakkuttom to Kovalam ) portion from Northern boundary of Attipra 
Village to Varuvilakathu lane (Block No. XIX ) ,in Attipra Village of 
Trivandrum Taluk in Trivandrum District. 
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കേരള ഗവൺമെൻറിൻറ 14-1-1980 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 26 -ാം നമ്പർ 
സാധാരണ ഗസററിൽ 14-1-1980 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 1578 |D1| 80|P9-ാം 
നമ്പരായി കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം 18 -ാം 

ബ്ലോക്കിൽ ആററിപ വില്ലേജിൽപ്പെട്ട സ്ഥലം അതായത് ആററി . വില്ല 
ജിൻറ വടക്കേ അതിരുമുതൽ വാറുവിളാകത്തു ഇടവഴി വരെ നാഷണൽ 

ഹൈവേ 47 - ൽപ്പെട്ട തിരുവനന്തപുരം- നെയ്യാറ്റിൻകര ബൈപാസ് റോഡു 
നിർമ്മിക്കുന്നതിന് പൊന്നുംവിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിന് ഗവൺമെന്റ് കാംഗീക 
രിച്ചു പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ പ്രഖ്യാപനത്തിലെ 3- 4 -ം ഖണ്ഡികയിൽ 
താഴെ കാണുന്നവിധം തിരുത്തി വായിക്കുക, 
For : 

Read : 
The Special Tahsildar, 

The Special Tahsildar , 
L. A. ( N. H.) No. II , 

L. A. (N. H.) Kazhaksuttom . 
Anayara P. 0., 
] rivandrum . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. SOUMINI, 
Joint Secretary . 
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